DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 281 970 UD 025 530
TITLE The Impact of the Administration's 1987 Budget

Proposal on:Child Nutrition Programs. Hearing before
the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and =
Vocational £ducation of the Committee on Education

and Labor; House of Representatives; Ninety-Ninth
Congress; Second Session.

INSTITUTION Congress of the U.S., Washington, D.C. House
S Committee on Education and Labor.

PUB _DATE 27 Feb 86 - , -
NOTE 77p.; Serial No. 99-143. Portions contain small
S print. —

AVAILABLE FROM Superintendent of Documents; Congressional Sales
Office, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,

I DC 20402. = . I
PUB TYPE Legal/Legislative/Regulatory Materials (090)

EDRS_PRICE _ MF01/PC04 Plus Postage. - o
DESCRIPTORS Ancillary School Services; Breakfast Programs; Dining

Facilities; Elementary Secondary Education; _
*Eligibility; Federal Aid; Hunger; *Lunch Programs;
Nutrition; Poverty; *Program Budgeting; Resource
e Allocation; Retrenchment; *School Health Services
IDENTIFIERS Child Care Food Program; *Child Nutrition Programs;
Congress 99th; *National School Lunch Act 1946

ABSTRACT o o S
.- - .. --. -This hearing examined the impact of the
Administration's 1987 budget proposal on child nutrition programs,

which were cut significantly. A spokesperson for the Department of

Agriculture testified that the proposed budget was designed to

preserve benefits for those truly in need, to provide for the

national defense, to maintain taxes at the current level, and to meet

the deficit target called for by the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law. As

part of the budget, commodities and reimbursement for school lunch

programs would be eliminated for students from families with an

income of 185 percent greater than the poverty level. Other testimony

and reports covered the following effects of the proposed budget

among others: (1) a decrease in the number of pupils served by the

School Lunch Program; (2) restructuring of assistance to schools; (3)

a significant increase in the entitlement commodities received by

schools with students who cannot afford to pay for lunch; (4)problems

for subsidized students in schools with a high number of paying
students; (5) distribution of commodities and related storage

problems; {6) increased unemployment among food service workers; and

{7) elimination of funding for the state level Nutrition Education

and Training Program:. Material submitted in addition to testimony is
included: (PS)

R R R R R R R R R R R R AR R R R AR AR R R AR KRR R R R R AR R AR R R AR R AR R AR AR AR AR AR RARRRARR
*  Reproducticns supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
X from the original document. *

EERERRERERE R KRR R R LR R R R R R R R LR R R R R R R AR AR RRRE R AR R R A AR AR R R AR AR R R R R AR R A AARAR



U

=/

THE IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S 1987
BUDGET PROPOSAL ON CHILD NUTRITION PRO.

GRAMS

HEARING
SUBGOMMITTEE ON BLEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VGGATIQS@; EDUCATION
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SECOND SESSION

ED281970

HEARING HELD IN WASHINGTON; DC, FEBRUARY 27; 1986
Printed for the use of the Committée on Education and Labor

- U.8-OEPARTMENTOF EDUCATION _
- Oftice ol ational Research and Improvement
AP - EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
> o CENTER (ERIC)
o .. ___ _CENIERIERI
ﬂTnls document has been reproduced 88
teceived lrom ihe person or organization
~ ongmatngit.
O Minor changes have been made 10 /mprove
reproduction duality.
o Points of view or.opinions statedin this gocu-
meant do_not necessanly represent ofticial
OERI position or pohcy.

61-591 O WABHINGTON @ 1987

For s by s Saprintsdont f Docoments, Congremdional Sele O
UB. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402
A

2

UL PR 530




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR i

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, California, Chairmign

WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan ___

JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, Pennsylvania
WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY, Missouri
MARIO BIAGGI, New York

STEVE BARTLETT, Texas
ROD CHANDLER, Washington
THOMAS J. TAUKE, lowa
JOHN R.McKERNAN, Jr., Maine
RICHARD K. ARMEY, Texas
‘Kentucky HARRIS W. FAWELL, Illinois
TERRY L. BRUCE, Illinois PAUL B. HENRY, Michigan
STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, New York

MERVYN M. DYMALLY, California

DENNIS E. ECKART, Ohio

TIMOTHY J. PENNY, Minnesota

CHESTER G: ATKINS, Massachusetts

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL Epucarion
... - __ AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, California, Chairman o
WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan WILLIAM F..GOODLING, Pennsylvar.ia
DALE E. KILDEE, Michigan HARRIS W._FAWELL, lllinois
PAT WILLIAMS, Moiitana ROD.CHANDLER, Washington
RICK BOUCHER, Virginia JOHN R._ McKERNAN, Jr., Maine
MAJOR R. OWENS, New York RICHARD K. ARMEY, Texas
MATTHEW G._MARTINEZ, California STEVE GUNDERSON, Wisconsin
CARL C. PERKINS, Kentucky (Ex Officio)

STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, New York
DENNIS E. ECKART, Ohio

an




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Hearmg held in Washington, DC Fébrua.—y 21, 1986
Statement of:

CONTENTS

Bode, John, Assmtant Secretary for Food and Consumer Semces, US

Depart nt of culture
pgartme Rl directo ch and Action Center ..
dent f Ib’&:l 372 Amencan Federation of Stnte,

thte ene, Amencan School %’ood Service Asgociation....... .o
statements, letters, supplementﬁl materials, et ceters: ..
Bode, John W., Assmtan" Secretary for Food and Consumer Services; U.S.
ment of Agricultcre:
etter to Hon. Steve Gimrlerson, tmdnted ;
. Prepared statement of ...
Bomar, Annette,. administrator; school and mmmumtymuiutxonjemces,
ent of Educatxon, letter to Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins,
dated March 7, J986
Cooney, Edward M;; acting executive director; Food Research and Action
-Center, reparedafxtementof
Honig, B ﬂ{ superjntendent of ﬁ ic instruction, California State Depart-
%em of. Educatxon, letter to Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins, dated March 5,
Mﬂier, James C;, III; letter to Hon. William H. Gray, dated February 12,

Owenkﬁmta, ﬁmexdant, _American Dietetic Association, letter to Hon.
Angnstus F. Hawkins; dated March 13; 1986
Waterman, Millie; national vice president for legislative activity, Natlon-
alBarent-J‘eaghe_Assocxatmn, prepared statement Of ...........covoenseusiorerseess
White, Gene; Qmm:mgn, legislative and public policy committee, Amen-
can School Food Service iation:
Letters submitted by
Prepared statement of

(1



THE IMPACT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S 1987

BUDGET PROPOSAL ON CHILD NUTRITION

PROGRAMS

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1986
- U.S. Housg OF REPRESENTATIVES, _
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
______AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION; -
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION_AND LABOR, ____

, } . o __ Washington, DC.
___The_subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. =
— Members present: Representatives 'Hawkins, Martinez, Owens,
Goodling; Gunderson; Chandler, andFawell. - -~ - -
_ Staff present: John F. Jennings, counsel; June L. Harris, legisla-
tive specialist; staff present from the Committee on Education and

bor: Mary Jane Fiske, senior legislative associate: . - }
3 The Subcommittee on Elementary, Second-

- -Chairman HAWKINS. 3 on Elementar nd
ary, and Vocational Education is called to order. The Chair will use
this time to make a statement. We do expect other members to be

present. I am very pleased to have Mr. Chandler representing the
minority side with us this-morning, and others on the way. -

~ The purpose of the hearing this morning is to examine the
impact of the administration’s 1987 budget proposal on child nutri-
tion programs. It is clear to me that the programs which will be
addressed today are in our Nation’s best interest. It is certainly
demonstrated by wisdom that, by exempting child nutrition pro-
grams -from the arbitrary and -counterproductive effects of the
ramm-Rudman-Hollings Act; the Congress intended these pro-
grams to be protected. - - - - - P,
_Child nutrition programs have already borne a disproportionate
share of budgetary cutbacks. In the Reconciliation Act of 1981; Con-
gress reduced funding for these programs by $1.5 billion, 4 percent
of the total cuts enacted, even though child nutrition programs
only represent one-half of 1 percent of the total Federal-budget.

~ According to a Congressional Budget Office report, the cumula-
tive effect of these cuts between fiscal year 1982 and 1985 was $5.2

billion. Reports have shown that, as a result of these cuts, some 3
million fewer children ard 2,70C fewer schools participated in the

programs. One-third of these children were from low-income fami-

es. - - oo Tt

_It has been estimated that, if the President’s 1987 budget propos-

als for child nutrition is enacted, it will force approximately 10,000
(63}
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to 15,000 schools off the National School Lunch Program, and will

affect anywhere from 5 to 8 million children now participating in
the National School Lunch Program; - L .

In addition. to school lunch; I feel certain that Mr. Bode will
review a number of other nutrition programs and discuss how they
will be affected. = = I I

It is very ironic that at the same time the administration pro-
poses reductions in child nutrition programs, it is also calling for

national excellence in edtication across the country. We need to
make it unmistakably clear to the administration that, if a child is

hungry, ill nourished, and sick; there is not much motivation to do
énljlrthmg, let alone sit in a classroom and strive for educational ex-
cellence. o ; - -

As we are well aware, there is the strong push to reduce the Fed-
eral deficit. While I support pursuing these policies which will bal-
ance the Federal budget, it must not be done at the expense of our

We are pleased this morning to have a number of expert wit-

nesses present. Before asking those witnesses to_testify, I would
like to sée if Mr. Chandler has some expression that hie wishes to

offer at this time with respect to the subject matter of the hearing
this morning,
Mr. Chandler,. - - S
Mr. CuaNDLER. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no pre-

pared statement. I simply would like to say that I appreciate your
leadership in holding these hearings, and to apologize to those
présent for the fact that I must leave by 10 o’clock. The unfortu-

nate fact of congressional life is that I am typical in having -two
subcommittee meetings starting at 9:30, another at 10: and that’s
the reason for the sparse attendance here this morning, not a lack
of interest on the part of any member. - o -

I know that Mr. Fawell is here; and there will be others comming.
So again, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know that we are going to
create here an important record that will be useful in our delibera-
tion, and the lack of attendance should not be a concern to those
here today. —
_.Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chandler. May the Chair
also note that Mr: Goodling, the ranking minority member; was in
attendance earlier. Mr. Goodling is involved in budget discussions
this morning with the Budget Committee. He's a very strong sup-
porter of these programs, and he and I agreed that his attendance
in the Budget Committee might help the programs a lot more per-
haps than his being in attendance at this learing. We may expect
him, however, sometime during the course of the hearing.

I now recognize Mr. John Bode, the Assistant Secretary for Food
and Nutrition Service of the U:S. Department of Agriculture. Ac-
companying Mr. Bode is Mr. George Braley and Mr. Tom Sullivan,
also from the Department. e :
. Mr. Bode, we look forward to your testimony, and you may at
this time address it as you deem appropriate. We do have the pre-
pared statement. You may follow that, because it isn’t extremely
long, or deal with it as you so desire.
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3
TESTIMONY OF JOHN BODE; ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FOOD
AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
_Mr. Bope. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportuni-
ty to be here this morning. We would be pleased to work closely
with the members of the corrmittee in the days ahead, as we press
forward to meet the difficult challenge of providing assistence to
those in need while bringing Federal spending under control and
thereby removing the last remaining obstacle to a future of growth
and prosperity; in this country.

. As you mentioned, Mr. Braley and Mr. Sullivan are with me
here today. We're pleased to talk about the President’s 1987 budget
that is now beforeyou. ... - - . - . . .

- Tt is designed to accomplish four key goals. It will preserve bene-
fits for those truly in need. It will provide for the national defense.
It will not raise taxes;, and it_will meet the $144 billion deficit
target called for by the Grammtliudman-Holliglgs law. Lo

_ The proposed budget will protect essential programs for low
income families, and it will not cut Social Security. . .

The Food and Nutrition Service; through State and local agen-
cies, administers a wide range of progrars.

Chairman HawgINs, P'm not so sure that we are hearing you as

well as we could. Are those in the rear of the room able to hear the
witness? In_order for them not to lose the benefit of what you are
saying; could you pull the microphone closer, and let’s see if that
operates: - . S

Mr. Bonk. Yes, sir. I wonder if that's a little better?

Chairman Hawxkins: Yes: I think so. Thank you. o
- Mr. Bopk. The Food and Nutrition Service administers a number
of programs through State and local agencies. These programs are
designed to meet family food needs, the food needs of individuals

with special nutritional requirements, and the food needs of per-
sons in certain institutional settings. -

_ Rather than reading the_entire list, and it’s_a lengthy one, of
food assistance programs administered by the Food and Nutrition
Service, let me just note that the programs under the jurisdiction
of this committee are important but only part of our total food as-
sistance effort: - -__ : L o
_For fiscal year 1985 these prograins totaled $18.5 billion, not in-

cluding the distribution of bonus commodities which brings the pro-
gram level tc over $20 billion. We currently estimate that Federal
expenditures will be $18.7 billion in fiscal year 1986. ,
In order to improve targeting of these programs to persons in
greatest need, we_are proposing to discontinue subsidies to schools

and institutions for ineals served to participants from nonneedy
families in all child nutrition programs. We cannot jusiify invest-
ing scarce resources in subsidies for households with incomes above
18§7§e;-¢ent of the poverty level; projected to be $20,400 for a
family of four in 1987. They are certainly capable of financing the
full cost of their children’s meals. _ S S

In the Child Care Food Program, first, we propose reintroducing
an income eligibility test for family day care homes in order to dis-
continue subsidies to children from families with incomes above

185 percent of the poverty level: Such a means test existed prior to

.
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1980, and its removal has resulted in the ?Eééént distribution of

program participation, in which two-thirds of the participants come
f;q;nl families with incomes greater than 185 percent of the poverty
evel. . . e

. This change will rectify an inequitable situation in which upper
income: children can receive free meals in homes; while in centers
their subsidy is based on income eligibility. This proposal to means

test benefits in family day care homes will save $178 million in
fiscal year1987 o - L e g
__Consistent with this proposal, we are also proposing to discontin-
11e subsidies for meals served to participants from households with
incomes above 185 percent of the poverty level in the Junch and
breakfast programs and child care centers. The proposais would be
effective on July 1, 1986; in schools, anc on October 1, 1986; in the

Child Care Food Program, to coincide with the school year in the

dJuly 1 case. These two proposed changes would produce more than

$705 million in savings for fiscal year 1987 without affecting chil-

dren from lower income families: =~ _ e
A further proposal would make the Summer Food Service Pro-

gram. meal subsidies comparable to _those for -free meals in the

school lunch, school breakfast and child care food programs. We
would also discortinue special per meal administrative rates. No
other child nutrition program provides special, local administrative
subsidies. Many summer feeding programs are now operated by

schools; which should be able to produce summe: lunches or school

lunches at the same cost. _ . oo eonod
. We propase to eliminate the Nutrition Sducation and Training
Program. This $5 million program has served the purpose of estab.

lishing nutrition_education activities at the State level; ongoing
program respongibility should now be assumed by States. These
moneys are used primarily to. pay salaries of State personnel. Yet
States also receive State administrative expense grants which can
be used for that purpose. . - T

. Of course, that proposal does not reflect any lack of determina-
tion on our part fgr continuation of nutrition education activities
as a whole. We have started several nutrition education undertak-
ings and are pleased with their Buccess. - .- - -

. We propose to eliminate the special fund for State Child Care
Food Program audits: The Uniform Single Audit Act of 1984 re-
quires operations receiving Federal funds to arrange for organiza-
tionwide audits. This proposal would save $8 million, .
. Consistent. with our proposals for the Child Nutrition _Programs,
for the Special Milk Program we propose legislation to discontinue

subsidies to schools and institutions for milk served to students

from households whose income exceeds 130 percent of the poverty
level. The program would, of course, contintie to pay the full cost of
ptitlkisgrged to children from families below 130 percent of the pov-
e evel, . - - - : o U
i r 1987 we are ré%uéstmg $1.6 Lillion for the WIC Program, $57
million above the 1986 appropriation provided by Congress. This
funding level will enable the Department to continue to provide as-
sistance to an average of 3 miﬁi@,,??lﬁicip@tﬁsfé@h,month,,We
also are working with States to encourage them to target their
WIC grants to the highest risk participants. ,

.
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__Of course, today and for several years now, at least one of every
five babies born in the United States is in the WIC Program.
- We will also continue our -efforts to improve program manage-
ment 80 as to ensure the maximum return on the taxpayers’ in-
vestment. At the Food and Nutrition Service we have embarked
upon @ mgjor program of computerization which we expect will
greatly improve the agency’s ability to handle the complexities as-
sociated with all the food programs. . . . : .
- Mr. Chairman; in summary, our budget proposals recognize the
necessity to_continue a strong child nutrition effort. The changes
we have offered are equitable and appropriate for these times,
when_essential spending for the needy must be maintained while
subsidies to the nonneedy must be curtailed in order to achieve
fiscal responsibility: S o -

That concludes my statement. Of course, I'd be pleased to answer
any questions. o S

[The prepared statement of John W. Bode follows:]

TESTIMONY OF JoOHN W. BODE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR F0oOD AND CONSUMER
SeRvICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
. Mr: Chairman; and members of the committee, thank you for today’s opportunity
to present the administration’s child nutrition proj -for fiscal year 1987. We
would be pleased to work closely with members of the committee in the days ahead
as we press with members of the committee in the days ahead as ﬂgm@,fom&d
to meet the difficalt challenge of providing assistance to those in need while bring-
ing Federal spending under control and thereby removing the last remaining obsta-
cle to = future of growth and prosperity. . L IITITT .
__1 am accompanied today by George Braley; our Deputy Administrator for Special
Nutrition Programs.and. by Thoinas Sullivan, my special assistant.- _ - -~ ___ __ =
- The President’s 1987 b’ﬁﬂ%&zﬁ is iow before you. It is designed to a lish four
key: goals:. It will preserve benefits for those truly in need; it. will provide. for the
national defense; it will not raise.taxes; and it will meet the $144 billion deficit
target called for by the Gramm-Rud-aan-Hollings law. . .
_- This proposed budget will protect essential programs for low-income families and
~ The Food and Nutrition gemc’e (FNS), through State and local agencies; adminis-
ters a wide range ot;grogr rams which provide %ooa _assistance to individuals. These
programs are designied to meet family i%od needs, the food needs of individuals with
:pécxa?l h’tiiiit]'i]'lt'ibii" requirements, and the food needs of persons in certain instita-
ional settings. - - - R - S -
~ Programs. administered by FNS include: The Food Stamp Program; the Puerto
Rico-Nutrition Assistanice Grant; the National School. Lunich Program; The School
Breakfast Frogram; the Special Milk Program; the Child Care Food Program; the
Siimmer Food Service Program for Children; the Niitrition Education and Trainin
Program; the Special Supplemental Food Program. for Women, Infants; and cmf-
dren; the Commodity Siip’éem_egitélfo'ad Programi; the Temporary Emergency Food
Assistance Program; the Nutrition Program for-the Elderly; and the Needy Family
Program on Inc ian Reservations and the Trust -Territory. S L
- For fiscal year 1985 these programs totaled $18.5 billion, not including the distri-
bution -of bonus- commodities.-We currently estimate that Federal expenditures will
be $18.7 billion in fiscal year 1986. - o . ;
In > i target: ese prog in greatest need, we
e ! et for meals served to
participarits from nonneedy families in child .nutrition programs. We cannot jus-
tify investing scarce resources in subsidies for-households with incomes above 185
ab)

percent of peverty—projected at $20,400 for a famil: £e6£ four in 1987. They are cer-
a "lyi:ép’ar:bﬁﬁﬁﬁn" ng the fiill cost of their children’s meals: LT
" In the Child Care Fgﬁ* Program we propoge reintroducing an income eligibility
test for family day care homes in order to discontinue subsidies to_children from
families with. 1ncomes above 185 u’ﬁiérééﬁt of poverty. Such a means test exstec prior
to 1980, and its removal has resulted in the present distribution of program partici-
pation, in which two-thirds of the participants come from families with incomes

K
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:xﬁwhx;i;ﬂtixirpér income children can receive free meals in homes, while in centers
heir s - . Th
family day care homes ‘il save $173 million in fiscal year 1987 EE
_ Consistent with this propoeal, we are also proposing to discontiiiiie subsidies for
meals served o participants from households with incomes above 185 porary ot (o
ﬁle[ty level in the Schoel Lunch and Breakfast- Programs child care centers,
The &Igfoﬁla would be effective on July 1; 1986 in schools and on October 1, 1986 in
the Child Care Food Program. ' hese two_pro; changes_would produce more
than $705 million in savings for fiscal year 1987 without affecting children from
lower-income families. e e
__A further ﬁ'rﬁg&ﬂ%iﬂg,mage the Summer Food Service Prograim meal subsidies
comparable to those for free meals in the School Lunch; Schiool reakfast and Child
Care Food Programs. We-would alsc discontinue special per meal administrative
rates. No other child nutrition program provides special, local adm.inistrative subsi-
dies. Many summer feeding programs are now operated by schools, which should be
able to produce summer lunches and school lunches at the same cost. This change
would achieve 1987 savings of about $21 million. _ S
+ We propoge to eliminate the Nutrition Education and Training Program (NET).
This $5 million program has served the purpose of establishitig nutrition education
activities at the State level; ongoing responsibility should now be assumed
by-States. These moneys are used primarily to pay salarics of State personnel, Yet,
States also 1 nerous State administrative experises (SAE) grants which can

--Wwe propose to eliminate the special fund for Stute Child Care Food Program
audits. The Uniform Single Audit Act of 1984 requires operations receiving Federal
funds to arrange for organizationwide audits, thus ma king bbsoletg,a[:ecia;,s_tg@
funding provisions, orig; ally set up to finance program specific audits. Savings
from this provision would be a )proxim ateéﬂﬂ% million in 1987..
.- Conistent with our proposals for the Chi d Nutrition Programs, we will proanoae,

i to discotitiniie Eiiqugie_sﬁ to schools and in-

stitutions for milk served to students from households- whose income exceeds 130

. For 1987 we are requesting $1.6 bitlion for the WIC. rogran
the.1986.appropriation provided by Congress. This funding level will enable the De-
partment to continue to provide assistance to an average of 3 million participants
each month. We also are working with States to encourage them to target their
WIC grants to the highest risk participan o o
. We will also continue our efforts to imp Tograin imanagem as to ensure
the maximum return on the taxpayer’s investment. At FNS, we have embarked
upon a major program of computerization which we expect will greatly improve the
agency’s ability to handle the complexities associated with all the food programs:
.. Mr. Chairman, in Eummw;nﬂlgﬂdéét—iﬁ‘ﬁm recognize the necessity to con-
tinue a strong child nutrition effort. The changes we have offered are equitable and
ﬁéétgizsiee, for these times, when essential spending for the needy must be main.
tain v;hﬂallfy subsidies to the nonneedy must curtailed in order to achieve fiscal
responsi .- o - - I
;. 1 is concludes my formal remarks: I will be pleased to respond &o questions from
théjiéi@ibersofthecommitteg.ﬂ S o , o
 pairman Hawins. Well, thenk you, Mr. Bode: First, Mr. Fode,
I have a number of letters from school food service directors repre-
gsenting various States, including New York, Kansas, Arkansas,
Louisiana, South Carolina, Minnesots, and particularly one here
from Mr. Clifford Morris, director of the school food serviccs for the
State of New Mexico. He indicates, as the other letters do, that
without section 4 in the State of New Mexico 26 of the 88 public
school disirict. woula likeiy clcoe -their school lunch program
within 1 year; that is, if the President’s. buaget is approved: =

May I ask you, therefore, representing the Department; what do
You see as the co uences resulting from the elimination of gec-
tion 4, not only the State of New Mexico but for other school dis.
trictz across the Nation?

10
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Mr: Bope: I guess; Mr. Chairman; we do not have the same as-
sessment of the effect of the proposal as the gentleman from New
Mexico does. For_example, in New Mexico under our proposal 92
percent of the Federal assistance that’s provided now would be pro-
vided after our proposal is enacted. - S o
__We_calculated the subsidies that will continue to be-provided to
New Mexico, and 92 percent of the funding would continue to come
through. That is not surprising in light of the fact that 15 percent
of the funding provided through the School Lunch Program is pro-
vided for meals served to students from middle- and upper-income
families. .~ - - .. - . ST
__ So schools would be foregoing a very large percentage of the total
Federal assistance they receive now to drop out of the program, in
light of this modest reduction associated with discontinuing the en-
titlement assistance for meals served to middle- and upper-income
children. - .~ . - L
~ If I could; I'd like to mention one other thing. That is, we-intend
to continue to provide to schools for meals served to middle- and
upper-income children as well as-for use in- the a la carte system,
as is done now, bonus commodities, cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk;
rice,:and honey are bonus commddltlééét,thli tiirié:; oS
. Schools are now making use of those commodities to the tune of
about 9 cents per meal served. That is a continued form of Federal
assistance that would be provided after our proposal is enacted..

Chairman Hawxkins. I realize that in terms of dollars, you look
very good. However, have you considered the effect of an increase
in the price of a meal; even to a moderate and the higher income
student? As experience has proved in the various States, and testi-

mony before this commiittee; the impact seems to be that there is a
distinct reduction which -can be anticipated, and I'm wondering

whether or nof the Department s anticipating thatalso.
It seems to me that taking into consideration comments by those

who actually administer the programs they realize that, while
philosophically it may sound good to say that students who can
afford to pay should pay, that the impact on the infrastructure of
the School Lunch Program itself is adversely affected if you take
away the paying students. I believe that one of the members of the
committee indicated at one point: “If you take away this leader
from the idea, then it simply robs the district of the program for
those who are needy.” ) i
~So, in effect, the result is a lowering of the number who will be
served. From experiences that we’ve had on this committee in the
last several years, those who have maintained these concepts have
proved to have been right, and I think the Department has proved
to be somewhat off its mark in terms of what actually happened.

Now have you taken these other ideas, these other concepts, into
consideration? - . - - ... .. - - .

_Mr: Bope. Yes; sir. We clearly differ with the assessment some
others have given on the school dropout issue. As the chairman is
well aware; I realize there are two g:orms of dropouts that are fre-
quently discussed. One concerns schools, and that is why I alluded
earlier to the very major amount of funding that would remain
under our proposals available for schools.
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Even the most affluent schools that arguably would feel the
greatest pressure to drop out would continue to receive a large per-

centage ¢ the Federal assistunce ‘that they previously enjoyed. So

we do not feel that a school dropout would occur.

We're aware there was some school dropout after the 1981
changes. I believe that there are many factors that compound that
issue, and a few of the ladies and gentlemen who disagree with us
on this proposal have taken account, for example, of private school
dropout which was part of the law;, of course; when a limitation
was placed on private schools with tuitions over $1,5600 a year tui-
Ton. - - - . L - - - - -

_As far as dropout among_individuals, we recognize that there

would be dropout among individuals by definition, -under -our pro-
posal, since the assistance for meals served to the middle and
upper income would be discontinued; but even assuming that the
cost; the 25-cent reduction in reimbursements; would be passed
through to _those children and continued to be provided, ‘a large

portion of the income would be restored. Revenues for the school
would be restored by increased receipts from that 25-cent charge.
- That wouldﬁgnﬁi-if——ﬁ@@i‘diﬁé;@; the assumptions used by the
American School Food Service Association—don’t think it’s good to
get into a big numbers quarrel. Let's take those as an assumption
for the moment. That would entail a 25-percent reduction in the

number of those middle- and upper-income children going through
that school line. Still, a fair number of those children who did not

go through that line would hkzg' -go_through the a la carte line
where there’s assistance provided indirectly in the form of bonus
commodities from the Federal Government, and also the & la carte

items are generally priced well above the Jevel of the cost for those

foods, and a Ia carte lines—1I think the American School Food Serv-
ice Association would agree with me—do tend to provide significant
support for the overall school food service effort. -

Chairman HAwKINs. Of course, we're speculating somewhat or
gambling on the future as to what the inflation factor will be, and

also the number of children who will be in one income classifica-

tion or another. That hasn’t really proven to be very good. Specula-

tion hasn't helpedout. - - -~~~ - o -
. Now assuming that the Department has incorect estimates for
1987, would you be agreeable to making adjustments based on the
actual experience? It has been my experience in the Congress that,
once a mistake is made, the children are the ones who will suffer
and not the policymakers. Now would you be willing to admit that
the Department has been inaccurate in its projection and that rec-

ommendation will be made, either in a supplemental or some other

adjustment to correct those inaccuracies so that a mistake is not
passed on to those who are supposed to benefit? .
Mr. Booe. Mr. Chairman; of course; I'd be very pleased to commit

to you that we would reassess our proposals in light of any inaccu-
racy In our projections, I don't want to give you the impression
that I'm guaranteeing the administration will do an about-face if

we're off on any aspect of our prof'ections- L, of course, don’t have
the authority to do that. But I would pledge to you that I would see
to it a reassessment would be made.



.
' Chairman Hawxins: Well, as you know; we're now in conference
with the Senate on the nutrition bill H.R. 7. In that connection, I

notice in your statement on page 5 you said that you are request-
ing $1.6 billion for the WIC Program. Now while that may be $57
million above the 1986 appropriation, we have, as you well know
because 11{g‘u,hairi§, been in attendance at those conference meetings,
that we have agreed to such sums. = = - } L
_ Now you will be requesting $1.6 billion, and some individuals
have advised me that this proposal may lead to_some 30,000 chil-
dren or persons being eliminated from the WIC Program. Now as-

suraing that $1.6 billion will not.provide for current services; as we
understand ‘you -mgintair that -it- will. Let’s assume, for examPh?

that it turns out that the amount proposed will not maintain cur-
rent services but will actually eliminate some of the beneficiaries

from that program: Are we to understand that adjustments will be

made to bring it in line with the theoretical concept which you

.maintain the Department is pledged to preserve? - -
Mr. BobE. Mr. Chairman, our approach to the WIC Program is—

and the approach we would take to other grant Iﬁll'ogi'ams:asjb,ii
may be aware, our budget proposal of $1.617 billion for the WIC
Program is some $5 million above the Congressional Budget Office
baseline. It's—as I have mentjoned and you have noted—$57 mil-
lion above this year’s funding level. = = - __ - - - .-
- We felt that it is an aggressive level of funding in that—in this

time of very tight budget situations, we are_increasing the funding
for this grant program. In light of that, that is the. proposal we
have made; and I do not foresee any adjustments being recom-
mended to any modifications in our proposal. S
_ It does provide for essentially a stable management of the-pro-
gram, and I think we can do a better job—with some stability in
the WIC Program—of targetting assistance on those in greatest
need, those in the highest priority groups.

I know that you share that concern; that—- - - -
- Chairman Hawxkins. Well, I share that concern; but if the pro-
gram is improved I would hope that we add additional -individuals
from the target group who are not now being served. None of these
programs is serving more than a certain percentage of the persons
who should be benefiting from the program: And while I recognize
that some improvements can be made and- some improvements
have been made, I think over a,%eriod of time; there comes a time
when you can’t do anymore with less money. You've got-to have
additional money if you intend to increase the program and have it
reach other persons who would benefit from it. If it’s of benefit to

gome, then it _would seem to me, we have no logical or moral
reason to say that others should not benefit from it.

So we would hom,that sometimes the benefits would be passed
on to others, and that we not cut the program merely because some
improvement has been madeinit. == S -
_Let me, however, at this time, Mr. Bode, yield to some of the

other members of the committee. Mr. Fawell. I believe that micro-
phone is dead, Mr. Fawell. . . . .

Mr. Fawerr. Thank you again; Mr. Chairman. .. - -
_ The only question that I wanted to put to you is that there ap-

pears to some $15 billion of additional defense expenditures -
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gviich; according to €BO, the administration has overlooked in its
1987 budget. This would seem to worsen the excess deficits over the
$144 billion targeted deficit under Gramm-Rudman. - S
. Have you liad a chance to review this matter; and is it gomg to
impact any further in regard to this particular area which is the
subject matter of your testimony this morning? = =
~-Mr. BopE. 'm aware there is a Washington Post story on the
matter, Congressman; but I'm afraid I have no special information
along that line. I would be pleased to see to it that a report is pro-
vided to you on. the matter, as soon as that’s possible, but since
we're dealing a. bit out of my area I really can’t give you a time-
frame. I'll get the word passed along and urge a quic report to
you on the matter.

[The report follows:] .

Executive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, February 12, 1986.
Hon, WrLiamM H. GravyIll, -
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, .
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. i
--DEAR Mu. CHAIRMAN: The President has asked me to respond to_your letter con-
cerning National Defense outlay estimates included in the FY 1987 budget. I can
assure you that our estimate of $282.2 billion for FY 1987 National Defense outlays
represents our best judgment at this time, - =~ T T SO
~_As you know, estimating outlays. i,S,,?!'YQW,,GO@E!@X,task,gnd,dependanot;oniy on
program composition and historical outlay rates but also on a variety of factors ex-
ternal to the defense program. Also, ggu will recall that for each
ﬁ?;m; OMB actually overestimated

efense out n_ -
In 1984, and $2 billion in 1985. Our current e _take into account and
Gg’:;femm for the.causes of these recent overestimates. Moreover; we have consid-
erec. the effect of the continuing growth in the economy that could shift corporate
attention from defense to non-defense orders, the pos le delays in deliveries that
might result from procurement reforms instituted by the Administration and legi
mgz, Congress, and possible delays and uncertainties_associated with the Bal-
anced Budget and Eme;gencg Deficit Control Act (Gramm-Rudman-Hcllings). -
_As a‘benchmark, it should be noted that the bud.%gt, estimates of defense outlay
rates are consistent with those assumed. in the-1986 Budget Resolution approved by
gonﬁzees;h,ﬁict; the rates assumed.in the budget ,areisgmethat,hjghez,,tﬁanﬁ,, n_those
ln the Resolution. You will recall that the Budget Resolution outlay level for FY
1987 was $286.2 billion—$3 billion more than our current estimate. This assumed,
however, a FY 1986 budget authority level of $302.4 -billion and a FY 1987 level of
$323.4 billion. The: final FY 1986 level, after Congressional action and the 1986
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester;_-is ‘only $286.1 billion, er $16.8 billion less than
the Resolution, and the proposed FY 1987 level is $320.3 billion, or $3.1 bi
The FY 1987 outlay reductions resulting from these FY 1986 and FY 19

authori%y,rednctionmm about $8 billion. Based -on these considerations alone, our

g

FY 1987 outlay estimates would have been $5 billion lower than the $282.2 billion
figure contained in the President’s budget. -

._Regarding your comment that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates of
1987 dgiengqy&ut,lgﬁm $14.7 billion higher than those of the- Administration, I
have not ﬁtﬂ,re,@iz@ithame: analysis, nor, of course, have I had a chance to
review it. That; in view of the information contained above CBO would provide such
estimates comes something as a surprise in view of their raising no-questions about
%9"@1‘1985 %)of last August (Cf; CBO, thie Economic and Budget Outlook;

ugust, 1985;p,.70). - =~ - - - o - -
__1 certainly agree with you that we must use realistic and even cofiservative esti-
mates in our budget planning, ially in view of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. I be-

lieve that we have done so0 to the of our judgment.
Sincerely yours, . o B
- : , ] James C. Mitier III, Director.
. Mr. Fawerr, All right. Ohviéusls"gviéji, don’t find $15 billion more
to cut too easily, as we well know. We're cutting to the bone, as I'm
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sure you will agree also. It’s difficult for everybody, and I recognize
it’s most difficult for you to labor under these circumstances.

Mr. BopE: An unpleasant surprise; , B .
__Mr. FaweLL. W ,eﬁa,l,i@ﬂ,dﬁélg@ié,@& ‘communications on the
suhmiect; I'm sure the entire committee would:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That’s all.

Chairman Hawxkins: Mr. Martinez:. . . o ,

- Mr. MARTINEZ. I really don’t have any questions, Mr. Chairman,
except an observation, you know: And it seems that the root of the
problem is perception, the perception that certain people in the Ad-
ministration have of what actually is haggening out. there with
these moneys. I think the chairman touched on it, and that is the
fact that none of these programs have really reached everybody
they could or should reach that are truly needy. It's that percep-
tion of who the truly needy are:. = o ] }

- You know, by figures and statistics that the departments are
able to come up with, they project a certain need. Well, that need
extends far beyond those projections that they make. That need, if
you want to go down and really examine the problem at the grass-
roots level, you'll find that we’re not reaching even a small per-
centage of the people that really need to be reached. L
- We need to expand these funds, not cut them. Then the basic
percertion that we’re cutting all these because of a need to be aus-
tere at a time when we have a great budget deficit. But we don’t

need to be austere when it comes to defense spending; under some
system for system everything the Russians do, regardless of how
superior ours are. And it's a,g:girc,eptibn:qf,what,vzvé really need and
how big that threat is; and what are the priorities. = -~ -
- You know, we have—last night in President Reagan’s message,
he talked about the need to understand this tremendous threat
from the Soviets and how they, at the cost of their own people, are
spending billions of dollars in defense. Well; I don’t think even—he
says that about Russia, and he doesn’t realize we're doing exactly
the same thing here. At the cost of our own people; and those
pe?lple suffering, we’re expending billions of dollars for defense;
and as Mr. Fawell has just mentioned, we’re not even making good
projections about that, when we can’t project what is actually

~spent over there. . . -
 The other fact is that over there there exists a $40 billion slush
fund that grows and grows and grows and has been growing. I say,
take that $40 billion slush fund and provide that money for these
programs. People in these departments need to talk to the Presi-
dent about that and explain to him that these programs are not
really reaching enough of the people right now. Cutting them back
to reach even less is as disastrous as what he accuses the Russians

of doing. [Applause] =~ : - .
Ghairmaipghwms: Mr. Martinez;, you must have brought your
group with you. -
Mr: Gunderson: ... o . o
- Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For a minute here, I
thought I was in the wrong committee. I didn’t know this was the
ﬁucli‘ée(ii: Services Committee and we were looking at the defense
udget.

" e
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- John, I do want to ask a-couple of questions on your proposals in
the budget. First of all, can you give me some idea of the number
of schools that are involved in the Special Milk Program across the
country? - 3 —aena- [
Mr. BobE. In the Milk Program?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Special Milk Program. L }
Mr. BoDe. We have the number, and we're digging it out, sir.
Mr. GUNDERSON. I was going to say; and——
Mr. BobE. 5,600 schools, sir.
Mr. GUNDERSON. 600 schools?
Mr.Bope:. 5600. @~ S
__Mr. GUNDERSON. Are most of these schools using that program
only for their kindergarten children? - -
_ Mr. Bobk. Sir, we do not have it broken out by grade level. We
don’t have that information. Of course; we're always in a balancing
act in terms of how much information we require States and
schools to provide while minimizing the paperwork, we subject
them to. This is one of those situations where we did not anticipate
your need for that information, didn’t collect it by grade level.
IA%I I can tell you is there are 5,600 schools, and not the grade
evel. R S -
. Mr. GuNDERSON. Well, I think it's a fairly significant point to de-
termine when you're talking about; in essence cutting out the pro-
gram with $11.7 million in savings:. @ .. =
: My understanding—and correct me if I'm wrong—is that the spe-
cial milk really goes to two types of students. It goes to the student
at the brown bag school that doesn’t have a hot lunch program. It
provides some kind of beverage for them; but it also goes to kinder-

garten students who do not participate in school lunch programs,
because_they’re .in morning or afternoon split sessions but not
there all day. Is that correct? o S
_ Mr. Bope. That is correct. Of course, those—referring to the
second category, the schools have flexibility in scheduling lunch pe-
riods, and those children could be receiving lunches.

Mr. GuNDERSON. Well——

Mr. Book. Or breakfast; for example. = = .
. Mr. GUNDERsSON. That’s not ‘7ery rational; to have lunch at 10

o'clock in the morning just so you can _get the kindergarten kids

into & school lunch program. I mean, most of your kindergarten
programs are either morning or afternoon. They come in on the

morn ag bus; and they leave around 11 or 11:15; or they comé in at
1 or 1:30 and leave on the afternoon bus. S
- Mr. BobE. I guess I was thinking more in terms of an 11:30 luzch
for a morning group, on a half day session; Congressman.
. Mr. GuNDERSON. I'd appreciate it if you people could do some

checking into really who are or. are not the recipients of this Spe.
cial Milk Program,; use I think it's going to be very difficult to
Justily this kind of a cut, if I understand correctly who the target-
ted group is who would receive the benefits of that at the present
time.

Mr:. BopE. Yes, sir.

16
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SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM AND KINDERGARTEN PARTICIPATION

__During fiscal year 1985, nearly 167 million haif pints of milk were served to chil-
dren participating in the Special Milk Program {SMP). Of that number, 159.7 mil-
Lion half pints were served to paying children. There are cirrently 5,413 schools
participating in the program nationally. - - -
- We are able to obtain kindergarten data for 28 States. Some of those States report
having both ‘public and-privately run kindergartens, while the remaining States
have one or_the other. In the 11 States which reported public kindergartens, there
are a total of 448 public schools participating in the SMP; of which 361 schools 80.6
percent) incliide kindergarten classes. T

Private kindergartens are reported in 25 of the 28 States. We received a total
count of 1,213 private schools: Of that number, 1,074 (76 percent) include kindergar-
ten classes. - - - . B [
" Most kindergartens are part of a larger school. operation, usually an elementary
school. Although we do not have specific information on each schiool, we believe that
kidnergartners have the same access to SMP miilk a8 older children: -
~ Mr. GfUNDﬁilT:ﬁSON, 1 would facetiously tell you that my farmers
would say we ought to take the Consumer Education Program
people_and put them on to OMEB or USDA if they want to cut out
gl}e School Milk Prograin; biit I won’t be all that serious on that

issue. - - L ,
__Let’s get into the major Child Nutrition Program, really our

School Lunch Program. We have a cash subsidy of about 12%2

cents: Is that correct?
Mr. Bobk. Yes, sir.

Mr. GuNDERSON. And a commodity subsidy of 11% cents?
Mr. Bope. Yes, gir. -~ - - - o
_ Mr._GuNDERsON._ And you are proposing eliminating both of
those for students above a certain percent level income?

Mr. BopE. Yes, sir. - . o -
__Mr. GunpEersoN. Have you done studies to determine the percent
of students who_participate in a school lunch program who would
be above the 185-percent level? I mean, take a typical school lunch

program in a typical school district— = . - )
Mr. Book. It's approximately 50 percent, sir, nationwide.

_ Mr. GUNDERSON. Fifty percent of the students who would be
above the 185-percent level? - - .~ - - . -
Mr. Bopoe. Fifty percent of the children eating national school
lunch; participating in the School Lunch Program, are in that cate-
%Lry The median family income for a family of four is over $37,000
or——_ I 3 A
Mr. GUNDERSON. That’s not my district. _

Mr. Bone. For those with children aged 5 through 17 and income

above 185 percent of the poverty level. So that’s the group we're |
$t3137kmg('mo about: There the median income is $37,000.: It's over
Mr. GUNDERsSON. John, I'm not totally critical of you, because I
understand the budget process around here, and I understand who
makes and doesn’t make decisions. Coming from the Ag Commit-
tee, I think you people at USDA get unfairly beaten up sometimes
for decisions that you didn’t make. But don’t you realistically have
to say that, if you cut out the subsidy for 50 percent of the students
in our hot lunch programs that that’s going to have a drastic effect
on_the viability of those School Lunch Programs? '
Mr. Bobk: Sir, if—{Applause:]
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Mr. BobE. Despite what some of the vested interests think; I
think there would be a significant effect; but I do not agree with

some of the projections that have been made. We have a very

strong level of Federal assistance that we would be continuing in

the form of entitlements: That very strong assistance, for example,

for a school that had 80 percent of its students in the paid catego.

ry,. S S e
_-So we're talking about a relatively affluent area:. Our figures
show that this school will continue to receive 86 percent of its cur-
rent income  throughout Federal care and commodity assistance
and student’s payments. This school would retain 66 percent of the
projected 1987 level of Federal cash and commodity assistance.

_, I think that’s a significant level of assistance that would be con-

tinued. Furthermore, the reductions would be targetted in an area
where it would be affecting households that would be best able to
provide a greater level of support for the meals served to their chil-

ren. S - S
- 1don’t think it's appropriate that our children shotld be looking

down the road at the consequences of the budget deficits when my
child, for example, wouid be getting subsidized lunches. I believe,
personally as well as officially, that it’s appropriate that we tighten
our.belt in this manner. . - o o

- Mr. GunpEersoN. Well, I mean, I have no false illusions about the
challenges that face us in this budget. I was told yesterday, if you
just keep defense at its present level or with an inflation growth,
no real growth in defense spending, you are still going to have to
come up with something like $2 to $4 billion in savings in the edu-

cationarea. - ... . , o
_ 1 think we have to look at this program with close scrutiny. Yet I
have to_tell you that I think your proposal does go way too far. ¥
mean—I think it would mean the demise of many of our School

Lunch Programs. I think, in my own school districts. What you are
going to do with those students is you are going to. send them
downtown to. the bakery to have a can of Coke and a donut, and I
don't think that’s the way we ought to go in terms of our nutrition
programs in this country$hr§ﬁ§hﬁijtéblﬁi®l§,-,,;;: e .
__ Let me get at what I think. T talk to my school nutrition people,
as I talk to my administrators. You’ve got this 12%-cent cash subsi-
dy. You've already got the 11%-cent commodity subsidy. You've got
the commodities, for the most part, John. Why are ¥you proposing
tocut them— - S
. Mr. Bapx. No, sir; ’'m sorry. May I say a little more about that,
because I apparently have allowed a misimpression to develop; or
I've given a wrong impression; - R
The 11%-cent commodities that we’re referrinf to_here are thec
so-called section 32 commodities almost exclusively. They are enti-
tlement - commodities. That does not include the cheese; butter-
nonfat dry milk; the bonus commodities. So we're talking about
two different groups of commodities. - = _ ) o
-_The entitlement commodities are; generally speaking, acquired
specifi for use in this form. What we do, as you know, is we

try to make purchases that are timed in a manner that will be of

 greatest assistance to farmers, and buy commodities off depressed

markets. That’s meat, poultry, fruits, and vegetables, almost exclu-
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sively; help the farmers and then pick up a bargain for the Sckiool
Lunch Program. ” .

_In addition to that entitlement commodity assistanc.; we provide
about 9 cents a meal on average in the form of bonus commodities,
the cheese, butter; nonfat dry milk. That would be continued, and
we—I think, would continue to provide a significant level of Feder-
al assistance: o , I
- As you know 8o well because of your leadership in the dairy

area, our stocll]:lﬁﬂes are large there; and that assistance will be con-

tinued, not only for use in the regular School Lunch Program but
we've encouraged schools to use it in other forms of school food
gservice like the ala carte line. And that is how it can indirectly
provide a significant level of continued assistance for school lunch.
4 I realize it’s a little involved: Could I do a better job of explaining
It _ . - : -

 Mr. GunpersoN. Well, I understand where you're coming from,
‘but the fact is that the commodity assistanze that you provide our
School Lunch Program is so_valuable, becuuse, frankly, they can’t
got that amount of commodity for that same amount of money
back at a local small school district: What we need to do here; ev-
erybody in the room on both sides of this issue—we need to.find
gome reasonable ways to keep the School Lunch Program a viable
program and still deal with our deficit. .~ =~ -
" I won’t support cutting the commodities at all. We may have to
reduce the cash subsidy a couple of cents. I'll be honest about that.
But we can’t cut the commodity subsidy. = o

-Mr. Bopk. Mr. Gunderson, we are proposing in our proposal a re-
scheduling of the reimbursement. So_the level of commogioty assist-
ance that’s provided would be essentially maintained, but the com-
modity assistance for meals served to the middle and upper income
students would not—a greater percentage of the assistance provid-
ed for the students from families with income below 185 percent of
the poverty level would be in the form of entitlement commodity.

So the mix would be changed, so the overall level of commodity
,éss;]s'jtan: ice woilld be maintained, spe aking of entitlement commod-
ities at this roint:. L [
Mr. GUNDERSON. One final question. I appreciate your indul-

gence; Mr. Chairman: o it
_ As a regult of the farm bill and thc whole herd buy-out program,
in the dairy area, which is paid for by deiry farmers, I would point
out, through assessments—we will have the Government purchas-
ing 400 million pounds of red meat-during the next 18 months,
from April 1 of this year through October 1987. S

That’s 400 million pounds of additional red meat that the Gov-
ernment will buy. The intent is_to use that in our nutrition pro-
grams and in our Enﬂ,i@,fe?diﬁég,ﬁé}?é,jﬁﬂ,,ﬁeoﬁ, made. any
plans at this point in_time a3 to how you will use that additional
red meat which will be purc.iased for you, frankly, by the dairy
farmers of this country in dis‘ribution across the country? =
-- Mr. Booe. Well, Mr. Gunderson, we have been working on that.

It presents a difficult problem for us in terms of trying to manage
the purchases in a manner that limits the budget exposure while

at the same time does not make a mess of our commo ity purchase
and distribuition activities for the lunch program.
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.. As I'm sure you realize, that- provision provided funds from sec-
tion 32, for both regular and emergeucy purchases as well as com-
modity credit corporation funding. We're trying to work through
the means of accomplishing that: o
I would be pleasegﬁwtoﬁprg?idja gfp’ii a report just as soon as that is
settled. I've been working with Dan Amstutz, our Under Secretary,
as well as Alan Tracy, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Inspection-Services; since their age ncies are also directly
Inyolved in this, and we’ll be meeting again on it very soon.
_I'm eager to get it straightened out quickly, since that all needs
to be done. S
[The information follows:] S ,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, — —
e Washington, DC.
Hon. StevE GunpersoN;, .. . . ___
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. ... §
. DeAr Ma. GUNDERSON: Section 104 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (Avoidatice of
Adverse Effects of Milk Production Termina nation Program on Beef, Pﬁi-s% and Lamb
Producers) requires the United States Department of Agricultare (USDA) to piir-
chase and distribute 400 million pounds of red meat, 200 million pouncs through
domestic outlets and the remainder through foreign outlets. The provision is intend-
ed to offset. an anticipated surplus of red meat cavsed by the dairy diversion. pro-
gram. The law stipulatcs that red meat purchases must be inaddition to normal
mﬁlﬁmﬁ 1 that they not reduce normal purchases of Section 82 commodities,
i ing nonmeat items. AH:’purchases must occur in a 18-month period between
e law, dinscte Home Sreioo 50 funds including the contingency funds; and oth
_~The law directs that ion , including the conti r , and other
funds availshle for commodity distribution and nutrition p~-: a8 well as Coni-
modity Credit Corporation funds, be used to purcha. . .he products for domes-
tic distribution. - - e B
_ The 200 million pound acquisition will cause a tremeridous increase in the volume
of red meat purchased by . The Agricultural Marketing Service has deter-
mined that USDA wiuld normally purchase 125-145 mill,on pounds per year given
the current market conditions. This is based on ‘the historicar purc -record &s
well as .ﬂﬁfediﬁéliﬁél réquirements, projected increases in market prices and de-
creases in beef supplies (excl f the termination program). This_ does not
reflect high purchases of receat years @gpedfb%oghgm 1an normal market condi-
tions guch as the Dairy Diversion. 1, the Joba Bill and the need to replace a
la%g quantity of - ed beef under the National School Lunch Program, =~ -
. We plan to make these purchases using CCC funds. In this way. plar -
chases of other ~ommodities will not be disrupted. Starting in April, the Department
will purchase large quantities of canned axud frozen ground beef. Subse uent pur-
ghasee oi additional red meat products will be determined based on mar et condi-
ons. - . - - - e
We %ppl:egmte your interest in the manageinent of these important activities.
incerely, o
- - ... . - — - _JoHN W.BoDE,
) - - - Ycsistant Secretary for Food and Consumer Services.
~ Mr. GUuNDERSON. We need to have that in place by the first of
April, that whole program. So, yes; P'd be interested in seeing that.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, ~ =
Chairman Ha wkins. Thank vou; Mr. Gunderson:
Mr.Owens. .= = =~ "~ .
- Mr. Owens. I have just one question; Mr: Bode. That is, I'm cer-
tainly in favor of greater use of commodities to improve the quality
of the program and increase the number of youngsters that can be

served; but I have problems with the haste with which we are con-
templating great cash savings as a result of more commodities.
__Have you made an assensment of what it will mean to g-oups re-

ceiving the greater number, amounts; of commodities in terms of

20
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storage space and their security? Do you contemplate some kind of
streamlined, computerized inventory control system whereby your
Department will guarantee that the delivery to these locations is
going to be done on 2 basis which would not create a greater need
for more storage space and create tremendous security problems?

Mr. Bobe. Congressman, I appreciate your concern. We have

viewed the local storage iss . as; to a_large extent, one of schools
needing to have space to stere food, whether the food is from com-

modity channels or cther channels. We appreciate the need for sen-
sitivity in dealing with schools go that they don’t get the year’s
supply of grourd beef at one point and another commodity at an-
other time. - - - - - - - -

~ What we're trying to do in addressing that problem—and I ap-
preciate your sensitivity to that fine point in the program—is. pro-

vide increased technical assistance to States as well as local
schools. We've had a very aggressive effort underway in that
regard. That is in part why we have tripled, over the last several
years, the value of bonus commodities that’s being used, by in-
creased technical assistance.

"It has helped cut the cost of handling commodities, streamlined

those activities somewhat, and helped schools make better use of

donated foods: S R SR

I realize that we need to do more in managing- the_commodity
activities. There are further improvements to make. We've been
pleased to work with the-American School Food Service Associa-
t.on in that regard: They're not shy in providing us some sugges-
tions, as I wouldn’t want them to be. So I think we’ve come a good
ways. - - - - : : :

It can be managed; and further progress-can be made. -
_ Mr. Owzns. You're saying that you think you’re on top of the
problem; that you now have a technical assistance program in
place which is taking care of this problem? . . . ..

Mr: BopE. Our technical assistance program has been in place for

a couple of years now. We intend to continue that technical assist-
affected by the change in the

mix_of commodities in the reimbursement are those schools with
the lowest percentage of paid students. Those schools at present re-

ceive—of course, nationally about 20 percent of the Federal assist-

ance that’s provided in the School Lunch Program is in the form of
entitlement commodities. Those schools receive a little over 8 per-
cent of their assistance, Federal assistance, in the form of tommod-
ities. . - S o ]

So we feel that; even though it would mean at the very extreme

ance: More progress can be made.
__The _schools that would be most

level, those with no paid students; a significant increase in the en-
titlement commodities they receive, there still would be a very
manageable mix. - = - - - . . _. .

Mr. Owens. Thank you. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

. Chairman HAwWEKINS. Well, Mr. Bode, we certainly appreciate
this: May I direct your attention to that chart over there. I've pre-
g:;eg that for all of the executive departments when they come

fore this committee, because they seem to be greatly concerned
with the budget deficit, as all of us really are.
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. You did use a phrase that all of us should tighten our belts: So
based on that, I would just simply like to_show you that that chart
represents the actual outlays in 1981, which is the pie up above,

%iéiidfthé recommendations made in 1987 which is the pie down
ow. - - - s o [

. If you will note some of the programs that we are talking aboit
like WIC are represented in the slice which is the purple colored

glice up in 1981 up above. That was slightly a larger slice than the

‘defense. It was actually 25 percent; compared <with the 23-percent
slice for defense: e
__Down below, you see that slice for the nondefense, discretionary
programs has been shrinking, and it’s much smaller than the green
slice for defense which is above. As a matter of fact, that green
slice is expanding rather rapidly. - - .
- Now you asked us to tighten our belt; to make sure that we tell
the poor people in this country, the children and others, to tighten
their belts. But you can see it isn’t helping reduce deficits. What
it'’s doing is just simply transferring this money to that big slice,
the green defense slice, which isgrowing. = =~ . =
So we’re not accomplishing what You and other executive offi-
cers—I understand. you are.not really speaking primarily for the
Secretary—but we hope that you catch the essence of what that is
all about, that we’re not reducing the -deficit by cutting these pro-

grams out. What we are simply doing is transferring the money to
weapons and other defenseitems. =~ == === 00— = .

.1 would think from that we might catch some sort of a morale
builder in some of these departments not to come before this com-

mittee and try to persuade us to recommend that these programs
be cut, when we're really not accomplishing what you say some-
times we are accomplishing; We're merely cutting—we should in-

stead think in terms of human values, the number of children, the
number- of families; the number of people; that are being dropped
every time we advocate one of these cuts. MRRAS
- It's not intended as a lecture; but I just wanted to use that chart
since I had it prepared; and I thought it should be used: [Applause.]

Mr. Bobk. . Chairman, I assure you, the President’s budget

submission which anticipates a $144 billion budget deficit a signifi-
cant reduction in the size of our deficit is a very sincere effort to
reduce the size of the deficit. We've been determined to do that.
~_Of course, as you know 5o well, we were faced with a serious re-

cession shortly after President Reagan took office, ‘and that re-

quired some strong action, not only in the level of assistance pro-
vided in free school lunches and the change that made in our an-
ticipated cost in the School Lunch Program, for example; but in
many other programs as well. S -
. For the very point that you are making, we have proposed that
the reductions be made in a manner that would not be_hitting at
low-income people, and we are pleased that the level of Federal as-
sistance in the lunch program, for example, has increased in real
gcgli?r terms faster than the rate of inflation during this adminis-
¥ on—-— - o B o -
Chairman Hawxins. But not faster than defense, Mr. Bode.

Mr. BobEk [continuing]. For meals served to low-income childremn.
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_Chsirman Hawxkins. Not nearly as fast: We're not asking for an-

other $50 billion; as the President did last night, for these pro-

grams. We're simply saying, if you can maintain them at the cur-

rent level ard if we can make some savings, show you how to make
some savings, We wanted the savings to go to the ones on the pro-
gram_that_are being dropped. We don’t want that money to be
transferred up above to one of those big slices. That’s all we're

g. . . . oo - o Lol
It seems to me that’s very reasonable. I'm the most conservative

member on this committee; I think F'm only asking you to do what
I think is common sense. I'm-not even saying that it’s more moral

to do it. P’'m simply saying it’s more_cost-effective. I think it inakes
good; common sensc; and I think this committee has to advocate
those principles. I would hope some of the departments do the
same thing. . o LT
~ While you are trying to help reduce the deficit, Cap. Weinberger
is in the Cabinet and over across the river there in the Pentagon
asking for billions of dollars, and he’s succeeding. . . .

Mr. Bope. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think Cap is trying to get a per-
centage of the Federal spending up. Of course, you know in 1985
defense spending—I think your chart reflects it the percentage of
1985 Federal spending that was in defense was about 26 percent. In

1970 it was 41 percent. In 1965 it was 42 percent. ) o
_ What we're trying to do is—in the overall objective is to provide
for security through a defense system that’s sound. = o
Chairman HAwxkiNs. Well, we recognize that, but the actual in-
crease in defense spending in that period of time has been 7J0 per-
cent greater than the increase in any of the other prograrcs that
we- i;iiiﬁy call nondefense programs. I think that is rather signiii-
cant. B - - -
~ Well, Mr. Gunderson is right in saying that—we’re not here to
discuss defense, but we just hope that we can convince you thai
some of the views cn this committee are worth considering, and we
hope that we can work with you to reach a much more favorable
conclusion than what we have done in the past. . -
__ Mr: Bobe. I appreciate that. And, Congressman, we do appreciate
the opportunity to testify before this committee.

Chairman Hawkins: Well, thank you verymuch. .= = - .
. The next witnesses will consist of a panel: Mrs. Gene White,
chairman—or chairperson, I guess I should say-—Committee on In-
vestigative and Public Policy of the American School Food Service
Association. She is accompanied by Ms. Sharon Gibson, president of
the American School Food Service Association; Mr. Ed Cooney, the
acting executive director of the Food Research and Action Center;
and Mr. Charlie Hughes; president of Local 372, board of education
employees, District Council 87, the city of New York; and also rep-
resenting the American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Emiployees. - - o - o

Ladies and gentlemen, we certainly welcome you before the com-
mittee this morning. You've heard the testimony of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture; and perhaps all of us have gained something
from that testimony. We look forward to hearing from you. We will
call on Ms. White first to present her views.

Je . L
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May I ask the witnesses who have voluminous prepared state-
ments to try to summarize them. The statements as they have been
presented to us in these documents will be entered in the record
just the same as if they were actually prenented, but sometimes we
can make better use of our time if we leave some time for question-
ing at the end. of the opening statements of the witnesses. Ms.
White, we're pleased to recognize you.
TESTIMONY OF GENE WHITE, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE AND

PUBLIC POLICY COMMITTEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERV-

ICE ASSOCIATION

. Ms. Warre: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Memibers of the cominit-
tee

.1 am Gene White, chairman of the Legislative and Public Policy

Committee of the American School Food Service Association.
Chairman Hawxins. Ms. White, we are having difficulty hearing

yo,‘,l,,-; [ _ S - _ 7

Ms: WartE. I was identifying myself. Is that better now?
Chairman HAWKINS. Yes: = . T

_ Ms. WhrTE. Gene White, chairman of the Legislative and Public

Policy Committee of the American School Food Service Association,

Until recently I was director of child nutrition and the commodity
distribution programs for the California State Departmernt of Edu-
cation. : - - ) S
_ Before proceeding further;, I would like to introdice  Sharon
Gibson, president of the American School Food Service Association.
— A8 you suggested, Mr. Chairman, I'm going to highlight the testi-
mony, knowing that you have the full text in your packet: Also; for
the record, we would like to_submit nine letfers from State agen-
cies. identifying the impsct of the propused cuts on child nutrition
programs in those States. S

Chairman HAwEkINs. Without objection, the letters referred to
will be entered in the record:

Ms. Warre. Thank you, sir. o
Like all Americans, we are deeply concerned aboit the deficit.
We. realize that it took 195 years for this country to acquire a $1

trillion deficit, and we are very concerned, as others are, abotit the
fact that in the last 5 years this deficit has tripled—doubled at
least, to $2 trillion. =~ o s eameonbied 8
.~ We know that the deficit does present an overwhelming chal-
lenge for the social programs as well -as many other programs. We
have great empathy for you and Members of Congress who are
struggling to deal with this question: e
- We feel it is incumbent on all of us who support the Faderal pro-

grams; particularly the social programs, to speak out until such
time as the deficit is addressed in a responsible manner. Yhat; par-

ticularly, ijs what we want to talk about today. =
Woodrow Wilson at one time said that no one can worship God
or -love his neighbor on an empty stomach. We would like to

expand that just a little farther to say that no child can grow phys-
ically 6;;m§ntallgeon an emptﬁystomach; S
. The proposal being made by the administration will eliminate
from 10,000 to 15,000 schools and 5 to 8 million children from the
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Nationat School Lunch Program. When a school drops out of the
National School Lunch Program, all children including.those who
sre most needy and who are receiving the free and reduced price
- meals will lose access to that meal program. - ... - o
Now this is the precise point at which we would differ from the
administration’s interpretation of the effect of the cuts on the chil-
- ‘e go back to the year 1981 when David Stock-
man said there would be no dropout of schools and no dropout of
children. As you noted in your opening statement, 2,000 to 3,000
schools have dropped out, and 3 million children have dropped out
of,theﬁ'ogram! o o L
__We believe that these new cuts, as proposed, will have an even
more disastrous effect on school dropouts and on children.. - -
__The Library of Congress.study provided last year to this cominit-
tee indicated that over 44,000 schools served 60 percent of their
meals to children with family income above 185 percent of the pov-
erty line. In other words; these aie childrzn in the paid meal cate-
gory. We believe that all 44,000 of these schools must bz viewed as
being at risk from dropping out of the program. - = -
_ Again, the letters that we have referenced for the record clearly
show that the CRS study is conservative, and these States are esti-
mating an even higher dropout. . .. . . . . .
_. I.guess I would like to also respectfully challenge the administra-

tion on one other point, and that is which meals should be subsi-
dized and should not be subsidized in this Nation. This may be a
somewhat different and larger issue, but this morning I did have a
very delicious $2 breakfast in the Rayburn cafeteria, a meal that
would cost me $6 or $7 anywhere else.. o o )

-- When we talk about taking 25 cents away from the lunch or a

school child, I would prcpose that there are some fairness issues
that would-go much broader than that. [Applause.] - = -

Again, let’s look at the participation trends as a result of these
cuts. In 1981, before the big cut took place, there were about 26.7

million children in the program. That then dwindled to about 23
million children. We believe that if the cuts take place as proposed,

scgaool lunch participation would drop to about 15 million students
acay. - - - - T T .=
e believe, and I believe a lot.of parents and educators would
agree, that this is the making of a national tragedy. It would be a
tragedy for this generation of young people. I guess when you men-
tioned defense, Mr. Chairman, we have to say that certainly the
best defense of this country is the strong and well educated group
of future citizens. . - . - . - - . PR
- Now the rationale for the administration’s jﬁi;?idiil,iithét Fed-
eral money is an upper income subsidy, something like giving food
stam%g,to;weglthlmome;,and; of course; this would not be justi-
fied. But to characterize Federal support received by local schools
under -section 4 of the National Schc n_upper
income subsidy would clearly understate, you know, that there’s a
lack of understanding on how the program operates at the school
level and how these funds are used, and of the difference between
the School Lunch Program and a welfare program. = - - - - -
_ Again; let. me briefly clarifg these points. The so-called high-
inicomnie Eﬁbﬁidy i8 not a transfer payment to children or to their

ool Lunch Act as on upper

25
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parents. It is instead a grant in aid to schools: The purpose of this

grunt is to support the basic infrastructure money for the School
Lunch Program. It helps pay the fixed charges. It really makes it
possible for a school to operate a school lunch program. And once
tuat-is done; then children receive meals depending upon their
income, whether that meal is free, reduced price, or paid.

_. While there is a tendency at the Federal level to view funds pro-
vided under section 4 and 11 of the National School Lunch Act as a
transfer payment to individuals, this is certainly not true, and it’s
not how the program operates at the local level. All funds, from
whatever source; are put into one school food service account. ‘This
inciudes the Federal money, the State and local cash assistance, if
there is any, and the student peyments as well, all going together
to support this nonprofit program. =~ == .

. Now again going back tc 1981, the School Lunch Program at that
time was cut about 11 cents a meal. The proposal made this year is
geing to eliminate 25 cents in support, the total support. So it is,
therefore, reasonable for at least us who. operate jglg%ipr’ogr@”tg
expect that the 1987 child nutrition cut would result in much
harsher consequences than it did in 1981. =~

- .Yhe. proposed. school lunch cut this year is double that of 1981

Also the administration proposes to lower the reimbursement rate

for_free and reduced price lﬁﬁghahgfiapproximabely 12 cents in
casl; and then substitnte an additio -12 cents in comimodities.
_ This proposal would, of course; maintain one goal which is to
fully support the level of purchase of commodities nationwide.
However, the restructuring of the Federal support for the free and
reduced-price school lunches would cause a major disruption of the
cash flow in many schools; and this is based upon extensive discus-
sions we have had with program operators. .

. Furthermore, schools would not be able again this year to reduce

the iiimntitfy of food served as they did under the “offer v. serve”
provision of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981. e
Finally, any cost-saving efficiencies that could be made by local .

schools have already been made: In other words; there is no more

fat left to cut out of the program. -~ - - S
- -If Congress will proceed to eliminate the section 4 funding and
commodities as proposed, we believe at least two things would
happen, First, there would be a significant and a dramatic increase
in-the price the child pays for the school lunch. Here again, we are
referencing the USDA study made quite recently, which simply
shows that price is the biggest single determining factor on wheth-
er a child does or does not eat at school. - = =~
.. Their data shows that there is -0.8-percent decrease in participa-
tion for each 1 cent reduction in the paid lunch subsidy. Now look-
ing at that USDA data, I find it difficult to see how the administra-
tion can tell us that_there would be no impact and that there
would be no dropout of children. = = = S
—-The children that would be most affected by this proposal woiild
be_those from families with an income between $26,060 and
$35,000, and poor_children in the schools that could no longer
afford to operate the program. Here again, we are talking about a
safety net for children: en schools close their programs, even




23
the most needy child can’t eat, and there is no safety net there at

all. o ] o
Many of the middle-income families simply cannot afford a 25- to

80-percent increase in mesl prices and; as a result; our projections
and those of CRS together clearly document that several million
lower- and middle-income children would inevitably drop out. =
The second point in terms of impact is that schools in which the
majority of students are paying students and where there is a very

low percentage of free and reduced-price lunches—these schools
wetild face a tremendous financial problem- simply because they
would receive no subsidy for 70 or 80 percent of the lunches that
are being served to children in this income level that's above 185
percent. In other words, they would receive none of the basic assist-
ance for the program in cash or commodities. - -
. Then, -as earlier noted, the poor children as well as the middle-

income children would not be able to eat a school lunch. - -
_The child nutrition programs have already done their part.to
help balance the Federal budget. The Omnibus Reconciliation Act
of 1981 treated child nutrition programs harshly and disproportion-
ately. While these programs represent less than half of 1 percent of
the Federal budget; they received 4 percent of the cut enacted as

part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981: In short; the child
nutrition programs were cut approximately 10 times greater than
across-the-board freeze. o ) B

__ As supporters of child nutrition, we are extremely concerned by
the standoff in Congress on the question of defense spending and
closing tax loopholes. The School Lunch Program and other pro-
grams situated in a similar way must not become pawns in the def-
::?xllts reduction game. The stakes for children are simply too high for
"The Pres sident’s tax proposals

" The Pi s tax proposals to Congress, released in. May of
1985, identify the unlimited deduction for business meals as an
abuse, an abuse that offends many taxpayers. The President’s tax

proposal to disallow the tax deduction for 50 percent of the cost of
a business meal over $25, together with the proposed restriction on
entertainment_expenses, could lower the deficit by $1.9 billion a
year by 1990. We would then suggest that, before we take away 25

cents for the meal of a school child, that it would be appropriate to
tax the $109 lunches enjoyed throughout Washington, DC. -
_-Mr. Chairman, we have spent our_time here this morning ad-
dressing the administration’s largest child nutrition budget cut, the
elimination of support for the paying child, which in essence means

the elimination of the basic support for the School Lunch Program.
We would very much appreciate your making our 1986 issue paper
a part of the hearing record. In that paper we address some of our
other concerns, particiilarly our concerns for the Child Care Food
Program and nutrition education and training: o ;

In closing; Mr. Chairman; we would like very much to commend
you and the other members of this committee for providing the

consistent and bipartisan leadership that you have provided in the
area of child nutrition. Specifically, we want to thank you for your

efforts on H:R. 7.
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~ We know that your commitment will continiie, because, as you
have noted on many other occasions; it must: S
. Thank you very much. We would be happy to answer questions:
President Sharon Gibson has a brief statement. =~
Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you, Ms. White. Ms. Gibson, were
you seeking recognition? _ L
. Ms. GmsoN. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment and re-
inforce the statement of the association. As a local director; we did

lose 25 percent of our children after the 1981 cuts; and I am sure
that we would lose those youngsters again.
__ I would also like to thank you on behalf of AFSFA for your stip-
port.on HR. 7 and for allowing us to testify today. Thank you.

[The prepared statement and letters of Gene White follows:]

. Mr. Chairman, Mr. ing, members of the committee, my name is Gene White:
I am Chairman of Legislative and Public Policy Committee of the i
School Food Service Association. Until-recently I was Director of Child Nutrition

and Commodity Distribution Programs for the State of California, -~ =
~-Mr. Chairman, we meet here this morning with an aura of heightened anxiety
centered around. the deficit. The-Administration’s 1987 child nutrition budget; which
roposes cuts.of gome $775 million, is essentially the same as the child natrition
udget that the Congress. rejected last year. At first blush, therefore, it might
appear. that those of us who are supporters of child putrition program should be
somewhat confident. - = T TOEUEE ) = -
., On May 9, 1985, the Senate of the United States voted in favor of amendment to
the budget resolution by Senator Paula Hawkins rejecting all cuts in child mitii
tion. The House, during consideration of H.R. 7, also rejected any. cuts in Section. 4,
and indeed rejected an amendment by Congressman Armey to eliminate subsidies
attributable to students above 250% of the %verty line. The 1986 budget resolution
allowed for a modest increase in funding child nutrition and the Gramm-Rudman
legislation exempted child nutrition from the sequenstration process.. - - -
_In short, there is a very strong legislative history in opposition to ths Administra-
tion’s child nutrition proposals. The American sg;aal Food. Service Association be-
lieves, however, that we must continue to make sure the Congress is aware of the
gggggtg:ixences of the pending child nutrition proposal and that we take nothing for

Like all Americans we are all deeply concerned about the-federal deficit. It took
195 years for this country tc amass a trillion. dollar deficit. It has now doubled, to
W llars, in a short five years. The deficit presents an overwhelming chal-
ler erefore incumbent on.all of us who support federal social programs to
speak out until such time as the deficit is addressed in a responsible manner,
It was Woodrow Wilson who said, “No one can worship God or love his neighbor
on an empty stomach.” We would stroncgi{ endorse that statement and modify it to
point out that no child can grow, physically or mentally, on an empty stomach. The
roposal lni.nﬁmade,hy the Administrative will throw 10,000 15,000 schools and & to
8 million children off the National School Lunch Progra 1. And when a school drops
out of the National School Liinch Program, all children; including poor children re-
ceiving a free or reduced-price meal, lose access to the meal program. - -~
.+ The Library of Congress study provided last year to this Committee indicated that
there are over 44,000 scliools which serve 609 of their meals to children with family
income above 185% of the poverty level, i.e., the “‘paid” meal category. All of these
schools must be viewed at risk of being forced from the program. ~ -~
= In 1980, l;e;tzré ensctment of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981; some 26.7

ted in the National School Lunch Program: Participation
hil f the current pro i8 enacted, less
may rrogram. This would be a national trag-

y ragedy for this generation of young people and those who follow. The ra-
tionale for the Administration’s rroposal is that the Zederal money is an ‘“upper
income subsidy”’, akin ,t@,,@od,sta;:fe,fo:,thgﬂeamxy; and. cannot f]ustm . To
characterize federal support received by local schools under Section 4 of the Nation-
al School Lunch Act as an upper income subsidy indicates a lack of understanding
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of how the program operates-at the local level, how the funds are used, and of the
differences between the school lunch program and a welfdre program.

Let me briefly clarify some of these points: - IR -
- The so-called “high income suhsidy” is not a transfer payment to children or their
parents, It is instead-a grant-in-aid to schools to support the basic infrastructure of
the school lunch program. It helps pay fixed charges which are part of the ongoing

costs in all school food service programs. Without this éﬁgport,’ yort, many. school districts
simply could not afford to participate in the National School Lunch Program. When
programs close; all children in the community, including poor children, are denied
the nutritional and educational value Oitbeil!!'ﬁﬁf@iﬁ-' - o

" While there is a tendency at the federal level to view funds provided under Sec-

tions 4 and 11 of the National School Lunch Act as transfer payments to specific
individuals, that is not how the program operates at the local level. All funds, from
whatever source; are put into one Jocal food service account. Federal money, state
and local cash assistance (if any); as well as student payments all go to support this
on&nonsproﬁt,pmgmm,,,,,,,, e L

- In -1981; the school lunch program was cut by approximately 11¢ per meal. The
proposal which has been made this year would be to eliminate approximately 25¢
per meal for the “paying child”. It is therefore reasonable to expect that the 1987
child nutrition cut would result in much harsher consequences than did the 1981
cut: T T - -
- 1. The proposed school lunch cut is double the 1981 cut on a per meal basis, 25¢
per.meal as compared to 11¢ per meal.
-2.The Administration also proposes to lower the reimbursement rate for free anc

-oposes to lower the reimbursement rate for free and
reduced-price lunches by approximately 12¢ in cash and substitute 12¢ in USDA
comm:odities. This proposal would maintain the current level of total commodity
purchases nationwide. However, this restructuring of the federal support for free
and reduced-price school lunches will cause major disruption in cash flow problemis
at the local level. - oo S
3. Schools would not be able to again reduce the quantity of food served as they
g’é u}:ggaithe “offer vs. serve” rule enscted as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation

o L T e P )

. cost-saving efficiencies that-could be made by local schools have been im-
plemented as a result of the 1981 budget cut. - - _ - -
" If the Congress were to eliminate Section 4 funding and commodities fer the
paying child; two things would happen: = _ - - - I
* First; there would be a significant and dramatic increase in_the price the child
pays for the school lunch. A recent USDA study on the National School Lunch Pro-

am indjcated that the price of the meal is the most important factor in determin-
Ing whether or not a child participates in the school lunch program.. According to

USDA there is a .3% participation decrease for each one-cont (1¢) reduction in the

paid lunchsubsidy. =~ - - - - Lo It
" The children that would be affected the most would be from families with incomes
between $20,000 and $35,000, and poort: children-in those schools that can no longer
afford to operate the program. Many of these middle-income families simply cannot
afford a 25% to 30% increase in meal-prices. As a result, several million lower-
middle_income children would 'Qzegtuali"’ y drop out of the program because they
could not longer afford to participate. - =~ - - - - . S T
~_Second, schools in which the majority of students are “paying students” and
where there is-a very low: percentage of free and reduced-price school Iunche i-
pation, would no longer be financially able to continue to participate _in Q-
gram. Schools mt]gﬁoglgi 20% to 30% free and.reduced-price. m ,..for_example;
would receive no subsidy for 70% or 80%.of their meals. These schools, by and
large, would close-the program.-As &.result, the poor children in these schools would
be disenfranchised from the National School Lunch Program. - .= . __.____ ..
The child nutrition programs have already done their part to hslp balance the
federal ,b}!dgethilihg (zné;x us l?ﬁ?ﬁiiéili'la'ﬁdﬁrﬁét,t(;f 1981 treated the child lnutntj,og
programs harshly and disproportionately. While these programs represent. ess than
% of 1 perceat of the &aetéf%ﬁd’gét;,théy,réééivéd 4 percent of the cut enacted as
part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 In 8 ort, the child nutrition pro-
grams were cut approximately 10 tiries greater than an. across-the-board freeze.
__AS supporters of child nutrition; we are extremely concerned by
the standoff in Congress on the guestion of defense Bgendmg and
closing tax loopholes. The school lunch program; and other pro-
ams similarly situated, must not become pawns.in the deficit re-

duction game. The stakes are simply much too high.
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‘paying Chﬂg .” We would very much,ggp,x:eci;m,your: making our 1986 Issiie Paper
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 The lsfééiaéii'tfé,ﬁx:éfdposal’f:,ﬁjﬁé ﬁo,,,,g,ﬁm,, ess, released in May of 1985, identifies
the unlimited deduction for business meals a5 an_abuse that offends the average
taxpayer. The President's tax é),r%goeauo,dis&now,thé tax deduction-for 50% of the
cost of a business meal over $25.00, together with the proposed restriction on enter-

tainment expenses, could lower the deficit by $1.9 billion a year by 1990. We would
suggest that before we take away 25¢ por meal from schoolchildren gartlclpatugg in
the National School Lunch Pr%am it is uppropriate to tax the $100.00 lunches en-
joyed throughout Washington, DC. - - o
. Mr. Chairman, we have spent our time here this morning addressing the Admiiiis-

on_ budget cut, the elimination of support for the

a part of the hearing record, as it addresses our other concerns, particularly our
concerns for the child care food program and Ng@ﬁ@ion Education and Training

-In cloging, Mr. Chairman, we would like to commend you.and the other members
of this Committee 'le‘,P!QYidix;gﬂthe,,cpgsjsmm,ani bipartisan leadeship that you
have provided in the area of child nutrition. We know that you commitment will
continue because, as you have noted on many occasions, “it must.” .

B Thank you very much. We would be happy to answer any questions that you may
ave.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, .
_DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ...
lumbia, SC, February 20, 1986.
Hon. Gus Hawrins, - . . . .

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. e e
DeAR. REPRESENTATIVE: As a state director of child nutrition and USDA
commodity distribution,  am concerned about the President’s 1987 groposéd budget
cuts for Child. Nutrition Programs. The Ip,, osals, if passed, would have & devastat-

in%fﬂéét ofl the programs in the state of South Carolina. _ _ ---—--- -
. The largest cut for-South-Carolina would be in Section 4 momies which is the
basic support provided for all meals served. In South Carolina the loss of Section 4
monies would account for over 10 million dgllm,mg&ﬂ{.,lhis,wnnld have an ad-
verse impact on all our schools, since the National School Lunch Program isin all
achools. First, in those. 257 sckools with 309 or fewer free and reduced price meal
recipients, it is hkc:g that most districts would not be able to maintain the program
for free and reduced price students only and would have to drop the rogram: This

an

would affect over 201,000 students, who recieve paid; free and . _prices meals;
If the schools eliminated the. programs, the free and reduced price students would
not have access to. meals. Schools would find it no longer economically feasible to
provide a meal service for only a fewstudents. @~ = 0 - - - - -

__Second, school districts would be forced to raise their prices by 25¢ to cover the
loss of 12¢ cash and 12¢ commodities for paying students and ,mmgl more paid sto-
dents would be priced out of the p-ogram. The working poor and middle income
people are_already having trouble paying the current prices as only 61% of the
paying students and 80% of the reduced- price students eat a lunch dai giﬁs,contraat-
ed to_the 93%:of the students eligible for free meals who eat lunch daijly. The in-
crease in lunch prices would price the program out of the reach of many more stu-
dents. A conservative estimate of the numbers affected, based on the fact that for
evey one cent increase in price, you can expect a one percent decrease in participa-
tion; would be over-80,000 paying students. . - N
._What is really hard to ﬁnd,'::s%and is that these proposals arefbemq made despite
the recent Federal study which showed that students of all income levels who ate
school lunches were more ﬁkélgv to meet their daily nutritional needs than students
who did not. The National School Lunich Program was passed forty years ago be-
cause of the concern-of Congress’ over the poor physical status of thousands of
young men who were rejeced from military service. Are we not guttjng, our children
at risk by undoing what Congress originally intended in-1946, to “saf the

health and well-being” of our nation’s children? “Must we” turn the clock back on

our children’s healthf? -~ -~~~ S e
_ Another part of the Administration’s proposai which seeis untenable is the
elimination of donated foods for ‘the paying child (12¢ per meal) and shifting the
foods (12¢ per meal) to_free and reduced price students to offset the 12¢ reduction in
cash. This %I'Oposal,lfpgaeed, would create havoc with our statewide system of equi-
table distribution of donated commodities. It would create severe distribution and
siorage problems throughout the state and at the local (district) level. In gome in-

9.,
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stances, those with few free and reduced price students, the cupboards would be
bare of USDA commodities and in others with high free and reduced price students
the cupboard would be overflowing to the point where the districts would be forced

to_refuse_commodities for lack of storage space or inability to use the foods in the
quantities provided. . -~ Tl o

In summary, the President’s 1987 proposed budget cuts for Child Nutrition Pro-
grams are untenable. It is even more so knowin ,that,theee,gtg,eeaggtiaﬁlg,thg'we
proposals the administration made for 1986 anc lhxghCongressregga dly rejected
even to the point of making all Child Nutrition Programs exempt from the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings process of budget cutting. It seems that the intent of Congress in
1985 was to maintain the funding for Child Nutrition Programs. I hope that once
again Congress will see the wisdom to leave the Child Nutrition Programs intact. I
urge you to oppose the President’s budget proposals.

Sincerely,

. ViviAN B. PILANT, - __
Director, Office of School Food Services.
 STATE oF MICHIGAN,
DEPARTMENT-OF EDUCATION, - - -
o S o Lansing, MI, February 26, 1986.
Hon. AvGustus F. HAWKINS, . . .
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. - -
_ DEAR_CoNGREsSMAN Hawxins: The Administration’s recommendation to elimi-
nate cash and commodity subsidies for meals served to non-needy children would
severely impair_ths school lunch and breakfast programs in Michigan. The proposal

eliminates subsidies for meals served to children from families- with incomes above

= the. ?m ] OW! by
cents per meal (includes cash; commodity entitlement and bonus v

titlement and b alues) for apProxi-
mately 50 1 nt of all lunches served in the State of Michigan. :

*The National School Lunch Program is currently authorized as a grantin-aid to
schools that supports the school lunch program. Without this support many school
districts could not afford to participate in the program, thereby depriving all chil-
g;iltli gl theé;ji‘xfmumty of the nutritional value of the p . Poor children are at
ar T _ 11
1t i8 our estimate that 15,600,000 fewer lunches will be served in Michigan schools
during 1986-87_ ﬁmmpom _passes. Additionally; it should be noted that new
lc}cal revenue of more t! $20 million will be required to offset this reduced level
orBervice,” - C T Tl
As most Michigan districts will have diﬁimﬂu,zenexa;ipﬁjnew, revenue of this

-%nitude to_support. their food service operations, it is highly probable that may
ill e It-is

I elect to discontinue participation on the National School Lunch Program. It is
estimated_that_20_percent of the districts statewide will drop the program, thereby
denying 183,600 children of funches daily. This impact would affect the low income
student as well as the student from a middle income family. - - - -
. We appreciate_your continued support. of child nutrition programs and feel confi-
dent. that you will oppose this proposed recommendation to eliminate the school
lunch subsidies:
Sincerely,

Prtise E. Ruwis,

TiE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE 0¥ NEw YORK,
THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, .-
Albany, NY, February 25, 1986.

GENEWHITE, - B i

Legislative Chairman, American School Food Service Association, Denver, CO.
~Dear Ms. Waire: Attached for your information is a table analyzing the impact of
téhe resident’s FY 1987 budget proposal for child nutrition prograiis on New York
- _Based on_conservative estimates, 318,000 students would be dropped from the na-
tional School Lunch and Breakfast-programs in New York State in FY. 1987 under
the President’s ;roposalsJ over 51,000 of these students. from low-income families.
Approximately 398 (35 percent) of our total 1124 school food aiithorities could mo
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longer afford to maintain a School Luiich program given the proposed elimination
of the 25 cent cash and commodity payment for students in the paid category.
_ The President’s proposals for the-School Lunch, Breakfast, Special Milk, Nutrition
Education and Training, and State Administrative Expenses programs would
amount to a direct dollar loss in New York State of $36.6 million. In addition, the
Administration is proposing to eliminate the 12.5 cent cash payment for free and
reduced-priced meals, to be replaced with a commensurate amount in comimodities,
This will result in an additional cash reduction of over $19 million for the state. Wa
estimate that the replacement of cash for commodities will 2rive additional schools
out of the lunch program as their flexibility in meeting program costs will be sig-
nificantly reduced. =~ - - -- S e e = -
__This information and other smalyses of the President’s FV 1987 proposals for edu-
cation programs are being distributed to the New York State Congressional Delega-
tion for their use during the budget and appropriation p X
Sincerely, o
S .- -— ~---  JosepH P. Frey;
Chief, Bureau of Schovl Food Management and Nutrition

ESTIMATED NEW YORK STATE PROGRAM CUTS AND FEDERAL DOLLAR LOSSES AS A RESULT OF
PROPOSED CUTS IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Foe ittt g T

Sctiool food Bithorities estirmated to drop program e .
SO BODPR oo e s Z50,389 263,778 314,057
Federal child nulrition reim. Jost—Sec. 11 —$9,548,650
Federal child nutrition rem. lost—Sec. 4.... 519256991  —§12,060000  —$31.416.991
Sec. § commod. funds lost/gained o — 319,256,991 812,160,000 487,096,991

____Subtotal, schoo lunch fossos oo —$33,868:650

School food-auttiorities estirated to drop Program o 236
Students dropped ... 8 N _ .. 618 _...3,078 - -..3,756

- . Federal Chld AUEItON FIM. ISt oo s srs s ~$72300 —$277.000 —$349,300
Special milk: Funds lost for students above 130 percent POVILY e iaisisinics e —$1,376,000
Natrition education and training (net): Funds lost from program
_. elimination ettt an s s s espsasasassasasaes T e
State administration expense: Funds lost-—Fiscal year 1989.... oo — —$641,864
_ . Total, economic foss to New York State oo —$36,629;814
Total students dropped from school luich program in New York 657
- 314,057

N
Total_Students dropped from school breakfast program in New
_York State RN
Total cash loss to New York State
4 Family income below 185 percent poverly,
3 Estimate based on the pevjection that Schéw 1000 BUtHGHitiEs With 70 percent or more paid Sfudents wil drop p: 3gram.
* 35 percent of total 1,124 .
Source: Budget of the U, Goveret, fiscal ear 1987, New Yok Stae Ecation Depariment
ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT oF Epucation,
GENERAL EDUCATION DIVISION, - -
Little Rock, AR, February 24, 1986.

D3;756

~$43,726,805

GeneWHMe, - S . e e ot
Chairman, Public Policy and Legisiative Committee, American School Food Service

__ Association, Denver, €O, T

DeAz Ms. WHITE: As you are very much aware the President’s biidget propnsal
recommends, among other things; the elimination of the 25 cent cash and commodi-
ty subsidy for meals to children in the School Lurich Program and the 9% cent sub.
8idy for meals in the School Breakfast Programi:
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My remarks concermng t}us will be very- bnef and to the pomt “There are 340

school districts in our state. Seventy have 30% or less students eligible for free/re-

As a past high school principal and a superintendent of schools for twelve years, I

believe that these schools will senously consxder dropping out of our lunch and/or
reakfasj:pzogmma

--My reasoning for this is two fold: First, to maintain their present rate of revenue,

assuming all continue to eat, they must increase the price of 70% or more. of their

students. This will cause a nmiiber of their students to quit eating and thus further

lower their revenue.. I feel to maintain their present revernue, they must rmse the

paid prices 35¢ to 40%. -

Second, due to the addltxonal txme and work to operate our programis, the districts
will feel it is just not worth their time and effort. Not only would thcese schools drop
out of our programs, some may drop their programs completely. Regardless of
which, a number of children will not be eating a good nutritious meal as they have
previously,

__Any effort on your or the association’s part to counter this move would be very

much g sppr( ciated.

ince. ely yours;
_DoyLE BORDER;

Coordinator, School Food Service.

StaTe oF NEw MEexico,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Santa Fe, NM, February 1}, 1986.
GENE WHITE, _
Chairperson, Public Policy and Legislation Committes, American School Food Serv-
we Association; ﬂénuer, CO.
~ Dear Ms. I rond .t of the drama called “The Great LCeficit Reduc-
tion;” opens with Chlld Nutrition at center stage. Again we find curselves faced

with the obligation to show outcomes of the Administration’s budget proposals. For
New_Mexico the impact of section: 4 elimination is not vastly dxfferent from a year
ago when we pr?ected the potential losges. - - - -

‘The -Section 4_money received. from FNS_during 1984-85 school year_totaled
$3,689,287.00; of this subsidy only $1,284,320.00 applied to paying students. The bal-
ance of $2, 404, ,967 was for Section 4 siupport for free and reduced price meals. The
administration seems to treat.all Section 4 as though it were food stamips for the
affluent only. Loss of Section 4 is most critical to programs because it does apply to
the free and reduced %r'ce eligibles too. The, average price of a school lunch to a
paying child is still $0.95. Without the Sectlon 4 reimbursement and its accompany-
ing comraodity support the_average price for school year 1986-87 would jump to
$1.48-1.60. Our experience indicates a one-percent decline in partlclpatlon for every
cent increase in the price of &8 meal. Calculating the impact of Section 4 loss to New
Mexico. _schools;: we_can still predict. a thirty-five_to: forty-percent (35%-40%) de-
crease in participation: by paying. children and a thirty-five percent (35%) program
closure rate after the first year: This would r edpresent the loss of 64,000 meals per
day, sixty-six percent (66%) of which are served to needy children across this state:

The fact that Section 4 is universal and applies to all meals denotes its infrastruc-
ture natire a8 the vehicle to carry out the Congressional intent of feedinig all chil-
dren. The Administration’s continiied effortto label Section 4 &8s &- coﬁi;’ioiiéiit of
welfare is simply net the case. To eliminate Section 4, this 80 called “welfare” com-
ponent for poor children is acknowledged by doubhng the commodity allocations to
them. Doubling commodities in some of our school districts will be physleally impos-

Schools feeding 90% free and reduced children could not provide adequate
warehousing or refrigeration to handle such food volume much less utilize them to
advantage. -

_School programs which serve less than 40% free and reduced price meals are the
ones which are most dependent on the Section 4 funds. They: simply cannot pass on
the funding loss to consumer students because they cease participating rather than
pay higher prices:.

. Congress vﬁhantly denied this same budget reduction last year: We must alt rally
to that same stance again. There simply are no viakle alternative funding sources
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available. Without Section 4 support 36 of the 88 public schoo! districts i New
Mexico would likely close their school lunch programs within one year.

Sincerely, CrLirrorp O; MORRIE,
Director, School Food Services.

————— ... STATE OF LOUIBIANA; ......
ST Baton Rouge, LA, February 21, 1986.
GENE WHITE, == = . . S - - : T
Chairman, Public Policy and Legislation Committee, American School Food Service

Association, Denver CO. o o
__DeAR M. Wrne: Ine following is_a brief summary of the anticipated impact of
the proposed federal budget cuts for FY87: ...~ =~ S
__L.-Eliminate cash and commodities attributable to studerits above 185 perceit of
the poverty line:. __ ] - - L L L —
- This proporal will significantly raise the price to paid category children. We esti-
mate th:t the average price will rise by approxiinately 40-45% and in excess of
50,000 children (ADP—Paid, 290,000) will probably drop from tha program.

2. Incresse commodity rate to 24 cents/meal for students below 185 percent of
poverty and léWéi'?thé}ééhjéE,by 12cents.
. What commodities will be provided? If the commodities offerzd as part of the 12¢
gigreééé are not what are needed, then we have suffered a cut “through the back

oor”.

3. Summer—eliminate reimbursement for administration, = o
_.We fee! that this proposal will end the Summer Food Service Program. Local gov-
ernments and school boards that are already financially strapped will not be able to
absorb the cost of administering this program:

4. Child Care A: Eliminate 2% Audit Funds: . . . . oL
_This proposal will reduce administrative controls to a dangerously . low level.
Audits have proven to be a valuable soiirce of data ior improvements to the pro-

gram. .. .. __ B

Child Care B: Means Test—Family Day Care. - e
- It’s about time, there is a means feat in all the other prograins and we badly r.eed
this control on the Family Day Care Program. e
.. We have serious concerns about the affects of these proposed cuts to the Child
Nutrition Programs. Our concern is deepened by the fact that severe cuts are also
possible in our state assistance to the programs for FY87.

Please call me if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

oo WiLiam H. BENTON;
Acting Director, Food and Nutrition Services.

ORLAHOMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

_ Oklahoma City, OK, February 24, 1986.
GeNeWnrg, o
Chairman, Public Policy and Legislative Committee, American School Food Service

_ -Association, Denver, CO. o T

Dear Ms: Wurre: The proposed rediictions in finding is of great concern to all
involved in Child Nutrition Programs. The President’s proposal for 1887 would
create many problems in the State of Oklahoma. At prusent a 17% budget reduction
in state funding is-imminent. At a time when we are experiencing a loss of funds at
the state level, it becomes even more critical to also be faced with further loss of
federal funds. - .- . T o T
. Just taking the federal cuts into perspective; our best estimates indicate that at
least 50,000 students per day would be eliminated and 120 to 125 school districts

g_{otilé% gclagse participation in the program. The loss of federal funds is estimated at
_.While a major concern is_the funding cuts we must remember our children: What
will these 50,000 students do when it comes to good nutrition?
Sincerely, ’ [
i oo ___ Frep L JONEs,
Assistant Superintendent, Director; School Lunch Division.
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MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
February 25, 1986,

Hon Runv Boscnwrrz ]
U.S. Senats, Washmgton, De

DrAr SENATOR Boscuwriz: I have recently received a a copy of the U. S Department
of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service (USDA, FNS) 1987 Budget Summary,
Without a doubt, I am deeply concerned about the admmlstratxon S prope cuts
for Child Nutntxon Programs and the effect on the children and the economy of
Minnesota. I have attached a Fiscal Year 1987 Economic Impact of the Proposed

Federal Budget Cuts to Chxld 'Nutrition Programs to show you that Minnesota

would lose $26,104,000 in monies and USDA commodities if all of the proposed cuts

were milementei, o

__In _addition_to the funds that would be lost to Minnesota; I am morngngemgd

about the children that would no lon ggx: receive the benefits of these pro;

is- especially true-for the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) an the Chxld

Care Food Program (CCFP) which waould bave budget cuts of $24;300;000. These two
programs would be hit the hardest because of the high percentage of paying chil-

dren (family income greater than 185 percent of the poverty level) that currently

participte in these programs.

For example, in Minnesota_in the NSLP we are currently serving 421,723 Iunches
per day. Of this total, 294,784 (69.9%) are in the fully paid category, 99,527 (23.6%)
are free, and 27,412: (6 5%) are redvced price: As you can see, Minnesota’s 69. 9% of
pa%lmg studenfs is high in coraparison to the national average of 51.3%... .

Corigress passes the proposed budget cuts which would eliminate Sectiok 4 re-
imburgement on all lunches. (paid, free, and reduced price) and eliminate commiod-
ities for students from fdainilies with mcomes greater than 185 percent of poverty,

there is. no benefit. for schools with a hig ntage of paying students to partici-
pabe in the NSLP. Schools woiild drop SLP and.consequently, students eligible
for a free or reduced price lanch in th schools wotld niot be fed. -

To illustrate the concerns above, the following conservative statistics have beer
compiled. If support for the paying student was elim:nated, it could be expected that
gchools: semng 85% or more lunches in tkz fu‘l!;lzfmd category would drop the pro-
fram Sls represenb&n averag> da participation (ADP) of 91, 273

unches (21. 6% of the state’s ADP) of which %468 are free and 2,939 are reduced
?nce If we assume a more realistic figire that ‘schools serving 30 percent or more
ully -paid lunches would drop the program, this would-represent 164,524 lunches
39. 0%) of the state’s ADP)gepday with 15,036 free and 6,702 redtced price. As. you
can -see, if the proposed NSLP cuts are mplemented there are going to be thou-
sands of students in the free and redticed price categones that will be depnved oi‘
the benefits of the NSLP. - -

- The other. prog aedrleglslatxon that wbiild have _a major mpacren%nnea ta
the means: tesi CCFP -participants-in-famil 8' y care-homes (FDCH). It id esti-
mated that the state woiild suffer a-$12,000,00 loss of CCFP-funds if this proposal
was-iitiplemented.-This is becatise-of the high percentage {70.0%) of children in the
CCFP that-come from families with incomes greater-than 185 percent of poverty.

The administration’s coricept of cutting support to FDCH children that come from
families with incomes greater than 185 percent of -poverty is-understood-and ver
commendable; however, the “backlash’ of this- cutbacl- would be that FDCH ¢
dren from families with incomes of less than 130 and 135 percent of poverty would
also lose the benefits of the CCFP. Family day- care homes participating in the

CCFP receive an average reimbursement of $200.00 -per -month.—If this average

- amount was reduced 70 pereentatas not worthwhile. for the FDCH to-continue to

rartlclpate in-the program.-Th 1c1pat1ng in the CCFP are already over-
oaded with-licensing r mrements d y record keepin, juirements, and meal
patterns and menu records, to such an exbent that many FDCHs have chosen not to

participate in the- progF&m The administrative requirements are not worth the re-
imbursement received. The added administrative -requirements of a means test- cou-
pled with-the reduction is reimbursement would result in a mass exodus FDCHs
from the CCFP. Consequently, the needy children wou'? not receive the benefits of
a-subsidized meal or snack, and the cost of day care wuuld have to be increased to
all families. - —

The National School Lunch Program and other Child Nutrmon Programs have an
eccnomic impact in- Minnesota -of more-than $128,000,000. This impact is felt by

people throughotit the state and especially people in th.e agriculture community. I

do not have to remind you of the problems of Minneso 4 farmers. The U.S. Depart-

meiit of Agriculture continues to ptirchase annually approximately $400,000,000
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W5i’¥ii;6*: ) 'dm{yi A ;,' y products and other foods produced in Minnesota. One cof the major
oiitlets for these products is the NSLE,and?oth,e: Child Nutrition Programs. - -~ -
-Again, s I did last year, I am asking that you consider the above concerns and do
whatever is possible to maintain the Nation's Chuld Nvtrition Programs at their
present level.-If you meed any additional information, you or your staff can tele-
phone me at the ahove telephone number.
Sincerely, S
__.____CHanrLES L. MATTHEW, __
Director, Child Nutrition Section.
FiscAL YzAR 1987 EcoNoMIC IMPACT oF PRoPOSED FyoEraL BUDGET Cuts To CHILD
o NuTrrTION PROGRAMS
Based upon 1984-85 state fiscal year end figures the following figures have been
used to prepare this draft.
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Number Lo PeAnt

o 17,592,696 Free 2.0
. 4,785,207 Rediced ' 65
51,258,542 Paid §9.5
Tl 73,636,435 100.0

Number of mess...

J ties- fc abov el:
-on all meals-(paid. free, and reduced), $9.1 million; :tlg’m.fnaﬁe
paid meals, $6 milion. - - - - " i
2. Increase comiiiodity rate for free and rediiced lunches to 24 cents, 2.8 m’ ion.
3: Eliminate nutrition education training [NETJ, $74000.
4. Eliminate sponsor administration | lower reimbursement rates for summer
Administration, $60,000; lower reimbursement, $200,000.
special audit money (CCFP), $350,000. - -
6. Enact a means test for famxljldaogécare homes, $12.0 million.
1. Eliminate SAE carryover, $750,000.- - .- ..
$3§lo goléminafé special milk program for children over 130 percent of poverty,
9. Total NET loss to Mirnesota if proposed legislation is passed, $26.104,000.

KANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, -
o Topeka, KS, February 24, 1986.
Hon.BosDoig, - -
US. Senator, Hart Office Building, Washington, DC. .~ _  _ ___- -
__Drar SENATOR DoLE: #fter i"éﬂdug the President’s budget for 1987, I am con-
cerned about_the cuts proposed for the Child Nutrition Programs and the impact
these cuts would have in: X . cio - c
.. The Child Nutrition Prugrams were established to safeguard the health and well-
being of our nation’s chilaren. The programs have been successful in ac’comphs‘hmg
this goal; however, the Administration’s budget proposal to cut $775 million woul
severely damage the basic foundation of the program.. . .. D .-
_The majority of this cut would ‘be achieved by eliminating reimbursement for
+paid” me.is in the National School Lunch Program. This reimbursement comes
from two sources: Section 4 funds and commodity ‘assistance, or cash in lieu of com-
modities for Kansas. Based on 1984-85 participation rates, a budget cut of this mag-
nitude would raduce federal funding for Kansas Child Nutrition Prograins by over

- Since the maj of Kansas schools serve a high-percentage of paid mieals (in
October, 1985, 6! of the school lunches were served:to students in the paid
category), distiicts would drop the program because the administrative responsibil-
ities would outweigh the financial advantage of jparticipatiom If the p are
terminated, all children ir. the community would loss the nutritional benefits; -_

__The 1987 budget proporals are a rehash Qf,jhgmeigmpnaala which were thor-
oughly researched and debated last year. These propoxals were rejected in 1986 be-
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cause they would have devastated child nutrition- programs. 1 urge ycu to once
£ @;gppport these proven effective programs and support good nutrition for all
chijldren. - Se e e - S -
-If 1 can be of assistance or can provide additional information in the future,
please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely, — - -
—- RrirA-A. HAMMAN,
Director, School Food Service.

Chairman Hawkins. Thaak you. Mr. Ed Cooney.

.. FOOD RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER
~ Mr. CooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the op-
portunity for testifying before this committee. - - -- -
I would also like to share the view that your leadership on H.R:
7; along with Representative Goodling and the other House confer-
ees, has been very imﬁgrtant to.the nutrition community: I also
wanted to assure you that the entire nutrition community is work-
ing to get the tentative agreements that have been set forth in the
Cﬁiiiéj‘ééi;éjégﬁ actually signed by Senate conferees. - -
Chairman Ha
seeking that.- As chairperson of the -conference committee, I have

wEKINS.. Mr. Cooney, for your information, we Eé

triad to interest Mr. Helms, the Senate vice chairman, in trying to
come-back into conference. So far the insistence on his part is that
we have absolutely no increase whatsoever; no adjustments; and we
feel that the request is unreasonable. -~ .~ .. .. .
__ So those of you who may have much more influence with the
Senator and some of the other conferees on that side of the table, 1
would ask you to use it; because we are finding it extremely diffi-
cult to try to reconcile or to compromise any further than what we
already have done. We think we’ve been reasonable, but we can’t
be ridiculous. - - - oo - - -

_Mr. CoonEy. We are in close contact with the distinguished
chairman_of the Senate Agriculture Committee, and it has been
our experience that consistency of effort is something that pays off
in the end- SN S ; — o
- A8 you know; H.R. 7 is- a—some-would have you believe that
child nutrition programs are. @ cause of the deficit, truly an inter-
esting view in light of the fact that this tentative agreement which

you have outlined for us provides $32 million_ in increases above
current services; less than a 1-percent increase in funding. And it’s

the first increase in new funding above current services that we
have seen since 1978. - - - -

As you know; Chairman Perkins would have been very pleased
with -the_ iiiiOBiféSS;théta@@@d,ME Goodling have made on this
bill; but I think we would also be remiss to say that he would also
point out to us that you better—you should watch out- for what
thiy’re trying to do to that regular student subsidy; the 25-percent

I think we should look out; as you Jiiiiitéd,éijt,éii the chart; what
is the true cause of the deficit. (z,hll nutrition programs certainly
are not the focus of the deficit or the-cause of it. The Joint Eco-
nomic Committee recently released & report which showed some of
the aspects of—or the causes of the deficit, and they point out the
largest increase in deficit is a direct accounting of the 1981 tax bill
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gmﬁh allowed $111 billion in tax loopholes, deductions and so
orth. S S R
- Slower economic growth accounted for $40 billion of our current
deficit. Increased spending, but not on social programs, but largely
on the military budget which has seen a $35 billion increase over
current services, plus an increase in the national debt, are in large

part responsible for the current deficit which we have seen.

. As_the chairman’s favorite chart poinis out, over 30 percent of
the child nutrition budget was cut in fiscal year 1982 The Congres-
sional Budget Office has estimated that the cumulative cut, just be-
ltiw’geii the years of fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year 1985 is $5.2 bil-

on. ___. - - - - o )
- -Mr. Chairman, we believe it is. time for Members of Congress to
stand up. and be counted. Are they going to continue to support
adequately funded and well managed child nutrition programs as a
means of safe;guja’g@igfjhghéﬁalth,éhd well-being of the Nation’s
children; as envisioned by the original legislation, or niot? . .

— Albert Einstein pointed out that times such as ours; the Gramm-

Rudman times; have always bred defeatism and despair, but there
remain, nonetheless, some few among us who believe that man has
within him the capacity to meet and overcome the greatest chal-
lenges of this time. If we want to avoid defeat. we must know the
truth and be courageous encugh to.act upon it. If we get to know
the truth and have the courage, we need not despair. - . . .
Mr. Chairman, the truth is that the elimination of the Federal

subsidy to schools and child care sponsors will not_cure the deficit.
It will adversely affect the nutrition ot poor children, and it will
cripple severely the ability of schools and child care sponsors to op-
erate some_of the programs which we believe have been the most
successful demonstration of the Federal effort in the last 40 years.
__There are reasons why Congress did not cut child nutrition pro-
grams last year. As many people in this room will recall, the fiscal
year 1986 budget resolution has no cut in it for child nutrition: It
did reject these same cuts which were proposed last year in the
President’s budget. o . T
_ Bear in mind that there were only two programs in the entire
budget resoliition that had increases in spending. One was child
nutrition, and one was food stamps. And that’s because of the lead-
ershge) ‘that Bill Gray and George Miller and some of our friends on
the Senatesidehad forus. =~~~

__Some.of our consistent friends in the past did not help us as
much as we thought they should last year in the Senate and, as a
result of that, Senator Hawkins came forth with an amendment to
eliminate child nutrition cuts which passed 60 to 38. The only
amendment on the Senate budget resolution that passed was the
Hawkins amendment rejecting the cuts that are being presented to
you here today by the administration: St
- A8 the chairman knows and Mr. Goodling knows; after a very
painful fight on the House floor, ail the amendmrents which cut
child nutrition programs were rejected in H.R. 7. And Bill Goodling

and Gus Hawkins and other members of the committee went to the
wall for that, despite the fact that the administration exercised
enormous pressure.
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mnl d1d have one pomtlve feature to it whlch was theﬁe:geimptlon of
certain programs. Not enough programs; but child nutrition pro-
grams were among those _exempted from Gramm-Rudman. The
reason is that members feel that it is important that we not. return
to 1946 and have a military that is well funded but troops that are
not—did not have the nutritional status and stamina to operate
those highly technical machines:

More specifically, Mr. Chairman, we reject each and every cut
that is proposed in the administration’s budget here. But more spe-
cifically; we_have objections to the means test in the famﬂy day

care fo; the Child Care Food Program.

We’re concerned that on this very undeH'tmded program, that
parents and providers which live in-the same neighborhood and

attend a famlly day care center right where they live—there’s
going to be a problem with confidentiality; because they are going
to -have to report their income, probably to their umbrella sponsor.
But that umbrella sponsor is going to be sending back reimburse-
merts to that family day care provider, and thiey aré going to kniow

thﬁt Johnny had; you know; a certain subsidy, and Jane gets an-
other one. -

~ As Dr. Karen Hill-Scott testified before j:his committee last year,
“in most institutional settings; where there’s a Federal subsuly, the
information * * *” you know, collecting of information is between
like a school and an_individual as opposed to a provider or a spon-
sor and- a parent. She feels that this kind of collection data will
have a chlllmg effect on the parent’s capacity to partlcxpate in this
program, and they may opt for a different child care arrangement.
- Also we heard the administration testify that they are very con-
cerned about reducing. paper work. Well, we would agree with
them iii this instance that a means test in family day care will
simply add to that partlcular level of paper work which they are
very miuch concerned in getting rid of.

It will also act as a barrier to participation in the program. We
believe that accessible; affordable and quality child care will be im-

possible if the mediis test is implemented.

_Let’s take & look at society as it exists today in 1947, 19 percent
of women with children under 18 were in the work force By 1982
that percentage had climbed- to 60 percent.. Sixty percent of the
women with children under 18 ¢ are in the work force today.

By 1990 it is projected that 50 peicent of all preschool children or
11.6 million children—their mothers will be_in the labor force.
Sixty percent of the mothers of school age children or 17.2 million

kids will have their mothers working: Is there going to be accessi-
ble, affordable, quality child care? We do not believe so. And our
belief is shared by a rather large number of people.. -

The Northeast child nutrition directors and their staffs that
worked on the Child Care Food Program presented a report to this
committee a couple of years ago which stated that the food pro-
grain-in it§ vresént form has prodiiced an importaiit spinoff benefit

that reinforced their strong support of CCFP. It makes child care
affordable.
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- - The current- method and level of funding has enabled the child
care food program to have a positive impact on many children and
families involved in-child care. That’s only one aspect:. S
The ABT study whick the administration frequently quotes Lut
not in_thie light, said that children who ,partic;fate in the Child
Care Food Program have a higher quality meal served to them
than those children that participate in other child care arrange-
ments; or in no child care arrangements. =~ == -
_Algo, the Child Care- E@Pr%gram provides two things which
are very mmportant to members of this committee, whether they be
Republicas, Democrat, liberal, or conservative. It provides the only

way to ensure that the Fublic?s money is well spent: It requires the
providers to be licensed. That is an important feature of the pro-
gram, and without CCFP _we_would be faced with thousands and
thousands of low income family day care providers providing care
in an unlicensed setting, which is not a very smart national policy.
. In terms of monitoring the program, CCFP réﬁiu;rgfsthgtthese
homes be visited two or three times a year to make sure that the
qualiti qf me’i,s,ay,ail,ab,l:e- e oo T Lo

_-In short; we believe that the means test is unnecessary; impracti-
cal and harmful; and it will not accomplish the objective of the ad-
ministration. Their objective is to ensure that low-income parents
P&rtiaﬂ' ate in the faimly day care part of the Child Care Food Pro-
gram. Instituling a means test will not be helpful in that light. -
__There are a few_other program cuts that we would like to just
pomnt out to you, Mr. Chairman,; because we do have differences

with the administrationonthis,. @~ =~ =
- The administration frequently uses the word, and the advocacy
~ community uses the same word from time (o time, but the word is

“approximately.” The word pproximately can be i'airly harmful to

you_if you participate in the Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants and Children. - o
The Department. says that they serve “approximately” 3. million
Pal'tmlﬁ ants, and that their budget is a current services budget. No
one will be harmed: It is our understanding that currently approxi-
mately 3.3 million children—women, infants, and children partici-
pate in the WI€ Program: _ . S =
__Under the current services estimate presented by the Depart-
ment, we would lose the benefits for 30,000 currently participating
low-income women, infants, and children. So the word approxi-
mately has great significance here: , S
- On the Summer Food Program, the Department makes the claim

that -local sponsors will do the program without administrative
funds. They also make a claim, which oi the surface seems to be

legitimate, which is that they want to have the same reimburse-
ment for a school lunch as they do for a summier lunch.
_ Well, they are very different kind of programs. The Summe

Lunch Program, as you know, operates for 6 to 8 weeks during the
summer. It has different costs; the cost, money to hire janitors
duriug the summer when some schools are not open, and so forth.
There are sites that are spread out all over the city which involve
higher transportation costs and so._forth. These are services provid-
ed by many community organizations in some schools and some

cities on a voluntary basis: They attract a large number of people.
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- If you now turn around to them and tell them you are cutting
their reimbursement by $21 million and you are cutting; you know,

we lost 500,000 children in fiscal year 1982 when we lost the pri-

vate nonprofit sponsors; the community action agencies and other
suchgroups. -- - - .-

We currently only serve less than 2 million children out of 11.5
millioni children that receive a free and rediiced-price lunch diring
the summer;. . : - S R
-- In conclusion; there are two smaller programs which we think
are very, very important. We share Congressman Gunderson’s con-
cern about the Special Milk Program. It is an inportant program.
The USDA-sponsored 4-year, $4 million study, which is called the
National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs, showed rather
dramatically that milk has a substantial and positive effect on chil-
dren’s diets. ) I L

'We also oppose the cut in the Nutrition Education and Training
Program: W%%?xsiﬁe President said he was preserving a safety net;
we- assumed that that net was the Nutrition Education and Train-
ing Program. We think that it is the only program that provides
nutrition education to school children; and ¥NEP-is the other pro-

gram that provides nutrition education to families. That's being
zeroed out as well in the Agriculture Committee. We’re opposed to
both of those. o . D
__We are also opposed to the cuts that are not listed in the USDA
budget summary, which are substantial. For example, the termina-
tion of Federal administration of child care food programs in States
that do not have a State law prohibiting such administration. It is
not in the USDA budget summary; bat it is in the budget language
which they are sendinguptoths Hil. .~ =~~~
_ They are also incorporating a new twist this year. That new
twist 18 that the pi;ij@ﬁeﬁfsecto’i ctor will be éiib’s’titiitEd in to ﬁ'dmmlste::"’ er

child nutrition programs; you know, if a State has a State law pro-

hibiting tiem doing that. USDA will no longer administer these

programs. ) S S
Now we’re taiking about programs in—9 programs in Child Care

Food Program in 9 States; 21 States in the Summer Food Program,
many States administer the private school lunch program. -
__I am not—I mean, I know that there’s tentative agreement in
H.R. 7 to sort of test out this concept in a pilot project. We have no
objection to that. We do raise the issue; though, as a policy matter,
do we want a for profit concern that has items in addition to the

children’s health and nutrition status administiring these pro-
grhéltﬂné all across the country? We have substantial reservations for
that. S . - - - ool
__VWe share AFSFA’s views on the cash and commodity subsidy for
lunch; breakfast and child care; and we have some concerns about
the substitution of commodities forcash. = S
- My colleague, Charlie Hughes who will be testxfgmg in some_of
these matters but—I know Charlie well; and as fond as he is of Pat
Caldwell, he_is not going to be paying her in butter and cheese. She
wants cash. Schools do need cash.
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__We also heard a rumor that the severe need rate in school break-
fast, which only goes to poor children, is being eliminated. I would
request the committee look into that, because that is a—I just
heard that on the way in this morning, and that’s worth looking
mto. = . ) o _ o o -
In conclusion, we would just simply argue that well financed and
well managed child nutrition programs are the mechanism to
ensure the nutrition and health status of children. The statute in
1946 was quite clear. We think it should be continued. =

Let. us face the truth and look to the future and reject these ill
conceived budget cuts._

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .~~~

[The prepared statement of Edward M Cooney follows:]

TESTIMONY OF EDWARD M. CoONEY; ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; F0OD RESEARCH

R ANnAcnoyCm S

__Mr, Chairman. Thank you for the opportunity of presenting this testimon y before
this distinguished committee. This testimony was prepared by the staff of & e Food
Research and Action Center along with the thoughtful assistance of .one of the na-
tion’s leading authorities onchild care, Helen Blank, Director, Child Care and
Family Support for the Children’s: Defense Fund. The testimony also reflects the
views of the 200 members of the Child Care Food Program Sponsors Forum, which
is a national child nutrition advocacy network for fangﬁ y ddy care, and the National
Anti-Hunger Coalition, a group of low-income participants and their allies in the
fight against hunger. -~ - - ] . o , S
... We believe that 1986 should be the year when members of Congress make & state-
mgn%é to the American people. That statement shotuld include the following ele-
ments: = _ I ITITCoL L.

Deficit reduction is a serious national concern: - . o
_Deficit increases are largely due to the tax code chariges enacted thirough the Eco-
nomic Recovery Act of 1981 (estimated to be $111 biﬁ?gn by the_Joint Economic
Committee). This increase in the deficit provided enlianiced wealth for some. i ndivid-
uals and corporations through rax cuts, beneficial tax expenditures and ot’ier tax
loopholes. Also, according to the Joint Economic Committee, slower than predicted
economic_growth accounts_for $40 hillion_of the deficit. Another factor was a net

* increase in spending of $18 billion, consisting of interest. payments.on. the national

debt ($21 hillggn),,and, the defense buildup ($35 billion) offset by a $38 billion cut in
domestic spending. In_additior, the doini Economic Committee found that $34 bil-
lion of the deficit was the result of pre-1981 budget policy: . -
a,l)’eﬁcit reduction should not be placed upon the bacgs of poor women and chil-
ren. ST L
._In short, Mr. Chairman this committee should reject in totality all of the Admiin-
istration’s FY 1987 child nutrition budget cuts. The Committee should reject these
cuis in nutrition programs becaus= they are not the cause of the deficit; they have
already sustained cumulative cuts of over $5 billion between FY 1982 and FY 1985
according to the Congressionsal Budget Office;! and jﬁ"gﬁr&ss:decisively rejected the

bulk of these very same cuts in the FY 1986 Budget ution. -~ . . i
It is time for members of Congress to stand up and be counted: Are they going to
support adequately-funded and well-managed child nutrition programs to safsguards
the health and well being of the nation’s children as_envisioned in_the statement cf
purpose for-the National School Lunch Act of 1946 and Child Nutrition Act of 1966
or-not? As Albert Einstein once pointedout: -
Times such as ours have alwaye bred defeatism and d,esifairLBuU:hem remain,
nonetheless, some few amorg us who believe man has within him the capacity to
meet and overcome even the greatest challenges of thig time. If we want to avoid
defeat, we must wish to. know-the truth and be courageous enough to act upon it. If
we get to know the truth and have the courage, we nced not despair, -
. ‘Therg are reasons Whifonsr'us authored legislation and the President signed
legislation exempting child nutrition —programs from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
There are reasons why .he Hawkins (R-Fla) amendment to the Senate Budget Reso-

- 18ee Mg%a; Legislative Chanyes in Human Resources Programs Siucé Janiary 1981, CBO -
August 1983.
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lution eliminating these very same cuts passed by a 60-38 vote. There are reasons
why all budget cutting amendments to HR. 7 were rejected on the House floor in
the last session. Let us get to know the truth and have the courage to acton it . . .
yetonceagatm. _ . __ T __ _____ _ ___ _____ ____
_-The truth is that the elimination of the federal subsidy to schools and child care
sponsors will: not sure the deficit; adversely affect the nutrition of poor children;
and cripple severely the ability of schools and child care sponsors to operate what we
believe to be some of this nation’s most successful programs.

. 1. CUTS IN THE CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM )

More specifically, we oppose the institution of a means test in the family day care
portion of the Child Care Food Prograin (CCFP). In the finial anelysis, it is our belief
that_fewer low-income children will be parti mﬁntmg in the family day care part-of
CCFP after the introduction of a. means. test than under the current program. The
implementation of a means test for children in family day care participating in the
Child Care Food Program would result in the virtual elimination of family day care
from CCFP. This is 80 becaiise a means test would present suibstantial confidential-
ity problems between the child care provider and parent and. cause many parents to
seek other child care arrangements. Confidentiality of parent income information is
an extremely sensitive issue in a informal family day care home setting in which
the provider and parents often are friends and live in the same neighborhood. As
pointed out in-testimony before this committee last year by Dr. Karen Hill-Scott Ed.
D;, Executive Director of Crystal Stairs, Inc, in Inglewood, California, “in most insti-
tutional settings, where a Federal subsidy is-applied, there is a separation between
thiose who collect the income information and those who serve the food. The p'i'i\?'ﬁi:i
and dignity of the individual is preserved because, in the final analysis, all partici-
pants eat the same meal, and the cook doesn’t know the difference between-one par-
tic d another.” Even presuming that the umbrella sponsor will collect such
data, confi ty will still-be blunted-since the provider will receive differential
rates of reimbursement for different children. - - - -. .. . . .
- A Becond reason low. income children: will suffer adversely from the implementa-
tion of a means test is because it would impose such a paperwork burden that it will
drive small inner city and rural sponsors out of the Child Care Food Program.
Income. eligibility criteria will require income certification of thousands of families

annually. This process increases dramatically the level of paperwork for sponsors,
which are offered no increase in administrative funding to cover these tasks. - -
__The implementation of a means test in CCFP would make accessible, affordable
and quality child care unavailable to thousands of low-income working parents. In a
statement endorsed by 7 Northeastern State Directors of Child Nutrition and their
Child Care Food Program coordinators, it was stated that: =
_““The food. program (CCFP), in its present form, has produced an important spin-
off benefit that reinforces our strong support. The avmlabxhtﬂ of CCFP funds have

enabled many providers to remain in operation and to keep their fees at an afford-
able level. The accessibility of affordable day care has freeJ eed many families from low
income status. It is the current method and level %ﬁmdz  that has enabled the
CCFP to have sucka. ppgigi_gejizagact on 80 many children and families involved with
family day care.” [Emphasisadded]
-- The Child Care Food Program also provides children with substantial nutritional
benefit. A major finding of the ABT study was that CCFP participants are provided

significantl ter variety in the types of food used for all meals and snacks and
- _CCFP also helps to-insure quality child care by carefully monitoring all partici-
pating homes two to three times per year. With increased numbers of women enter-

ing the family day care"profession but fewer dollars and less staff available to moni-
tor homes, the visits made by sponsors to the homes are an important vyair, of assur-
i igher standards: The trai  and technical assistance made available through

P also assists in keeping standardshigh.
.. Perhaps the single most important feature of the Child Care Food Program is that

it is the one overriding factor that encourages child providers to become licensed. As
pointed out by Dr. Scott, the license is the only standard we have for child protec-
It is the only public way parents can find child care, and it is the only mecha-
nj —ﬂée § 5 ernment has for collecting tax revenues from this segment of the day
care 1ndustry. — - - - - e
- The federal financial committment to accessible affordable quality child care for
low-income families is already very limited. The largest source of these funds is the
Title XX Social Services Block Grant which was cut by 2. percent in 1981. Approxi-
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mately. 15 percent of the $2.7 billion Social Services Block Grant is utilized for child

care. However, most of these funds are used in child care centers, not in family day
care- homes. -The- Child Care Food Program is the major source of federal support
é‘}éﬂﬁbk'ﬁ,fwiidél@ L. T
. In 1985, 24 states were serving fewer children with Title XX funds than in 1981 If

inflation is factored in, 35 states are spending less Title XX money than in 1981
Who needs care and-who participates in CCFP?
. Ths importance of family day care to our child care system is significant as is the
influerice of Child Care Food Program on the quality and availability of family day
care. i o LIt _
- Over 50 percent of American children are cared for in family day care; including
the majority of infants and toddlers. There are very limited slots availabie for in-
fants in child care centers because of the extremely high cost of infant care. .- g
_. Families must have child care. Women work because_of economic necessity, and
almost one in five families is headec: by a single woman. The average female head of
ousehold had an income of less than $9,000 in 1982. Two-thirds of women who
work are single, widowed, separated, divorced or have hiisbands who earn less than
$15,000.a year: -- -l e

Family day care providers work 12 to 14 hour days with little if any relief. Unlike
centers  they can serve parents who work different shifts or odd hours because pro-
viders are moreflexible. T
__Family ,dai% provides an income for many women who would otherwise be de-
pendent on AFDC, as well as child care for mothers so that they can be self-suffi-
cient. Family day care providers are predominantly low-income women. Eighty-
seven percent earn below the minimum wage. L -
__Hardworking: families utilize family day care. The National Day Care Home
Study_found that the income .of parents using family day care was $12,000- to
$15,000: A study conducted by the Northeast Child Nutrition Directors found that
69 percent of the children enrolled in family day care and using the Child Care
Food program were from bliie collar families.

o I. CUTS IN OTHER CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
A. The National School Lunch Program _ B
- We strongly oppose the elimination of cash and commodities for meals served to

children in the School Lunch, Breakfast and Child Care Food Program whose family
incomes exceed 185% of poverty. =~ T

The American School Food Service Association estimates conservatively that be-
tween 10,000-15,000 schools and 5 to 8 million children will drop out of the school

- nutrition programs if this is implemented. Citing a Library of Congress study

ASFSA has stated that as many as 40,000 schools may_be_“at_risk”_of dropping out
of the National School Lunch Program. Through FY 1982; 2,000 schools and 8 mil-
lion children dropped out of the School Lunch Program and after an 11-cent cut in
this subsidy. Part of the reason is economics. . S - -
_-Why do schools and children withdraw froiii prograiis designed to “gafeguard the
health and well-being of the nation’s children.”?1 L
-Schools rely on the federal subsidy for all students (including subsidies for moder-
ate income students: paid meals) to pay for the general infrastructure of the pro-
gram, including the cost of equipment and labor. The subsidy for paid meals helps
to keep the price moderate-income children pay for school meals low, thereby keep-
ing them in the program. Simple economics tells us that the more children who par-
ticipate in school lunch, the lower the per meal cost. USDA studies indicate that for
Qv%rf’ 1 cent increase in Price of a paid lunch; schools can expect a 1% drop in paid
meal participation. Here; a 25 cent (cash and commodity) cut means about a 20%
drop in paid meal participation. With such a substantial drop in reimbursement,
some schools; particularly schools with high percentages of paid meals, might decide
that the program is no longer economically feasible. This is particularly true in
rural and suburban schools, whose school boards are reluctant to increase local
taxes for a federal program when education programs are being slashed: across the
board. The Reagan Administration’s budget will force many local school boards to
disregard the link between nutrition and learning. Can a hungry child learn?

! Statement of Purpose, Natiorial Sciool Liinich Act of 1946, Section 2.
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B.:The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
—Nearly 30,000 women, iﬂfénts and children would have to be-removed from-the
WIC program,due to the inadequate-funding request of the -administration for FY
1987. 1 are a proxnnately ed. potentially-eligible- particip
A recent study, ﬁmded by- Co n by USDA, showed clear eyxdence

ngress
that-WIC was a cost-effective program since program benefits help reduce late fetal

deaths and also have been-shown to have a significant impact on increased birth-

weights. Yet many clinics have reported waiting lists of clients across the county.

C. The Summer Food Service Program for Children

There is a $21 million cut in this program through 'the elimination of the specﬂxl
per meal administrative reimbursement rate and the modification of the general
per mean reimbursemient. This transfer of cost from the federal government to local
spors may force some sponsors to leave the and thereby deny meals to
Food cl;ﬂédxn.l'ggehm e . 'Th m&gor e gtgmport?ws;l cher

an 00; ( p e preparing an unches
for a_summer: - weeks are lmnplfy ‘higher. Unlike the School Lunch
, BE maschoolcafetena.ﬁnmmer ood cites can be spread. over several
borhoods. Maintenance costs tend to be higher the summer when many
schools -are usually closed and ‘janitors—have to be ‘at”higher rates to open
school facilities for use by summer foodjponsomSnmmar Food _costs if documented
should:-be- munbnmed,atcmrently allowzble levels. Also, the elimination of reim-
hm:sement or administration should be rejected as a cut since local sponsors need
funding as an incentive forgpetgr;.:ﬁ Qf
,,We did lose 500,000 children as & budget. cuts in FY m&mmnﬂykleas
than 2 million of the 11.5 million children who receive a free or reduced-price lunch
for 9 months of the year; receive that lunch during the summeLSmm DA s:tud:
ies show_ thatajchoollunchmay rovide many poor children there from
one third to one half of their total daily nutrient mtake, we beheve t this pro-
gram should be expanded, not cutback,

_ Current USDA _regulations require that sponsors be disallowed federal reimburse-
ment _for any “second lunches which exceed 2% of lunches served; even though
sponsors have a meal plan i hngjggoml lunches. While this is not adu'ect budget
cut; it will have the effect of red funds available for sponsors. It is. absoluﬁely
astomshu;g _that the level of national scrutiny on second lunches for needy inner

t{chﬂdren at a summer feeding sites appears to be greater than any such over-

t of the military budget on tax loopholes.

ton, Edu n, and Training Program (NET)

Ina ite of 1tis small budget, NET has a. large é)act for a very small investmerit.
By 1980, the. NET was_ operating gtates_and territories and had
reached over 5,700, studenfs 212,000 feachers and 104,000 food service personnel
with nutrition education information. Cutrently the prgram is funded at $5 million
and is the nation’s only federal program for nutrition tion for school children.

E. Specuzi Milk Program
pose the elimination of the Special Milk Program for children over 130% of
g;verty The USDA administered 4 year, $4 million Natioral Evaluation of School
lutrition Programs, reported that the provision of milk had a substantial and posl-
tive effect on children’s diets

OTHER MIBCELLANEOUS CUTS AND TRANSFEES

1. Termination of Federal Administration of Child Nutrition Programs. -

_In its budget legislationi, USDA intends.to strike the language that. requn:es the
Dé** ment to Edimiirsfér any child nutrition program where a state has returned
or “tursied back” its right to admirister thie_program. In essence; USDA is say

that if the state is un %gmadﬁim’ﬁfér a clﬁld nutrition pr ; the USDA
not administer it sither. USDA will, however, contract out such administration for
states_that have a state law which “prolnblts” state administration, e.g. Alabama
law_does not_allow the State ﬁepntment of Education to administer school lunch
funds for private schools:;"USDA will “contract out” the administration _of the pri-
vate sector. This provision; if enacted, would affect such states as New York and

Oregon; which do not op: either CCFP. or Summer Food; and California, Kansas,
Michigan; Minnesota; , North Dakota and Wyoming; which do not administer
the Summer Food _These _states do not have state laws prohibiting state

administration of child nutritjon programs,” We are very concerned about what
could happen to the nutritional status of children in programs in these states if the
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private sector, motivated by profit rather than nutrition and health; provided all

nutrition services. o S S )
2. Substitution of Commeodities for Cash in Section 4 of the Nationdal School Lunch

- It is our understanding that USDA is currently proposing to eliminate 12 cents in
cash for free and reduced-price meals and substitute 12 cents wortb_of commodities;
This “swap” of-commodities for cash is recommended by USDA as a way to help
farmers and reduce excess commodities. The “swap” does raise certain policy issues.
For example, some large urban school districts have indicated that having part of
the school lunch reimbursement in cash helps with-flexibility in menu planning.
They can buy what they need when they want it.-Also; commodities cost mioney to
transport and to store. In addition: one can not easily pay labor costs in commod-
ities. Commodities are a vital support system for school iunch but some cash is nec-

essary as well.

CONCLUSIO
__ Children are-our hope for the future. Well-financed and well-managed child nutri-
tion programs are the mechanism to insure their nutrition and health status. Let us
face the truth, look to their future and reject these ill-conceived budget cuts.
Chairman HAwkiNs. Thank you Mr. Cooney: The final witness is
Mr. Charlie Hughes, president of Local 372, American Federation
of State, County, and Municipal Employees. . ) .
. Mr: Hughes, we again welcome you before the committee; and
look forward to your testimony:
TESTIMONY OF CHARLIE HUGHES, PRESIDENT, LOCAL 372,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL
EMPLOYEES

Mr. HucHEs. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. = , ,
- Good morning; Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommit-

tee. I want to especially gglji:i,t;éﬁtlshé,t,@iii: good Congressman from
the 12th Congressio istrict and the great burrough of Brook-
, Congressman Owens, I greet you on behalf of the American
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees of District
Council 37 in New York..- - - =~ R o
. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I will be assisted by the assist-
ant division director of the Schools Division of District Council 87,
AFSCME; Patricia Caldweli; _and._the division director, Thomas Jen-
ngii:g,s, and Ms. Diane Burke from our International AFSCME
onice. . . . S - L . . I _
- 1 am also-the president of Local 372. Pm the chairman of the
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees of

the School Employees advisory committee which represents 150,000
members throughout these United States of America. Our union is

the largest union that works in the ation’s largest School Lunch
Program in terms of student participation and employees. On an
i;ge;%gg day our members serve about 550,000 breakfasts and
unches. I L T

- It is always a privilege for me to testify before this committee.
During the many years I have done so, I have been truly impressed
by your sensitivity and commitment for our Nation’s children and.
more _particularly, to your. steadfast ,,E@PE’Q& for the National
School Lt . No si

enhancing children’s ability to thrive in educational settings and
on improving the guality of their lives.

unch Program. No single program has a greater impact on
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 AFSCME has stood staunchly beside you since the program was
launched -in 1946. We have worked with you as you strove success-

fully to develop the National School Lunch Program as a major
bulwark in protecting the schoolchildren of our land inst the

ravages of hunger_and malnutrition. Especially during the past 5
years, we have offered and given you our support as you were
forced to deal with draconian proposals that were intended to gut
thgﬁmgl'@&, T I

. Chairnan; 'm afraid that; once again; we need to circle the
wagons. Once again, the administration’s. fiscal year 1987 budget
proposes. to jeopardize the heart and substance of the program by

eliminating section 4 Federal subsidies to all full pay students. This

unseemly and unwise action would reduce Federal expenditures in
the order of $721 million. It would alsc destroy the program.
~ 1 submit that this Nation cannot afford the price that will have
gob’e;ia.ld in terms of human deprivation if this were permitted to
take place. L DLIt Uil T
" This committee was confronted with the same request last year,
We are grateful to you for the manner in which you stood firm and
unwavering and rejected it. AFSCME urges fou to do so again.
__ I realize there’s a big difference between last year and this year:
It’s called Gramm-Rudman: But even under this highly controver-
sial deficit reduction mechanism, the Congress has recognized and
made clear that child nutrition programs have suffered enough
from past reduction in Federal support, and that because of their
importance to our Nation's children they are to be protected
against the triggering of automatic budget reductions. It is appar-
ent that the ad 7m]'ni5tmtion still hasn’t gotten the measage. = _ - _
The record of this hearing needs to make clear precisely what

will happen to the National School Lunch Program if Fedzral sub-
sidies under section 4 are curtailed.””

_ The National School Lunch Program is an exarl:ﬁ)le of democracy
in action. It is designed, as it should be, for all children, regardless
of economic circumstances: Children in middle-class income and
upper-income families don’t get a free ride. They are required, de-
pending on their family’s income, to either pay a part or the full
amotunt ofcost. . --- - - . .- - - - s
__The Federal subsidy that is provided encourages their participa-
tion by considerably reducing the cost that they would otherwise
have to pay. Of the 23 million children participating in the pro-
gram, more than half get free meals because they are poor: There
are few who would deny them this benefit.. - - - - . .
__In order for the progrem to survive as it must, participation by
all children is essential. This is particularly vital in schools in
which there are substantial numbers of fuﬂ-gay students.. = __
The elimination of section 4 subsidy will force school districts to
raise the price of meals for full-pay students. This action would
result in hordes of them abandoning the E rogram. As this happens,
schools would be compelled to drop out; use the program 18 no
longer economicall~ ‘easible. When this occurs, needy children re-
ceiving free lunches and part—pay students will no longer have
access to-the program. =~ - - - - _ .
_ Last year’s report by the Congressional Research Service on the
impact of the loss of the section 4 subsidy is equally valid today. Its
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findings- concluded that between 10,000 and 15,000 schools would
drop out of the program and as many as 1 miliion children would
loseaf@@ ,it,-,,, e - - N U
_ In my own State of New York, the termination of section 4 subsi-
dy would produce disastrous consequences. Over 240,000 children
would no longer participate. Nearly 38 percent of the State’s 1,097
food authorities would be forced to drop the program, and thou-
sands of children would be denied access toit. o
. My question to the committee is: Can this Nation afford to let
this happen? The answer must be a resounding “no.” = }
In New York City -alone it will have a net cut of $6 million, ap-
iii'oximateli{mSO,cents for every resident of the city of New York.

- I know that I need not remind this committee that 5 years ago

the administration spearheaded 2 major attack on the program.

Federal funding was cut $1 billion by reducing subsidies and tight-
ening eligibility and verification requirements. The direct result of
these actions led 38,000 schools to leave the program and more than
8_million children were forced out. I believe that we must say as
unequivocally as possible that enough is enough; and that we ought
to leave well enough alone; R .
-On behalf of AFSCME's more than 1 million members, I call
upon the committee and the Congress to -Bafeguard the integrity
and full implementation of this crucial program. . . . —
- I urge you to continue the authorization and funding of section 4
subsidy at a full level. Beyond this; I would like to thank ths mem-
bers of this committee and particularly those who serve as confer-
ees on H.R. 7 for their work and strong support for that bill. =
- I thank you for allowing me to appear before you, and I ask you
to help us. And I say in the name of the God Almighty, that it's
time for this administration to understand that, as a man Wwho
stood by the Sea of Galilee thousands of years ago and took the
lunch-of a child and fed a multitude, that we ought to try to carry
ofl_l fgliat tradition for the next leaders of tomorrow and the children
of today. ) - — e
you so very much, and may God bless all of you. [Ap-
Chairman Hawxking. The Chair would like to commend all three
of the witnesses and also you, Ms: Gibson, for testimony before the
committee. I dor’t know that any members of this committee dis-
(!!;glee wt1th the statements that you have made. The Chair certainly
0€8 not. - N - o o
., ~1e common sense that you have advocated .in dealing with
these programs; I think, is pretty well clear; and it's difficult even
to question you because the problem doesn’t lie within this room.
You ought to certainly understand that. It's helpful, I think, that
the message you have brought to us certainly needs to be under-
stood by many more Americans acroes the cgung%éf o ,
. P in this session when we're having difficulties trying to
justify the recommendations of this committee, which we made last
week to the Budget Committee. In order to follow those recommen-
dations through and te identify those who supﬁort “the ideas and
those who do not and those who sometimes by rhetoric confuse the
;ﬁgiajlﬁliséiiéér, certainly; I think; is a terrific job before the American
people.
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. This committee can only go so far, in trying to uphold the things
that the members believe in; but much more needs to be done, 1
think, to carry this message to those who probably are on our side
but who really just don’t hear it; they don't hear it over TV; don’t
read about it in the newspapers, and they are uninforined about
what is actually happening. L . . .
. 1 think the phrase was used earlier that those of you perhaps in
this room represent a vested interest. I certainly don’t want you to
take that in the manner in which it might have been given, be-
cause I think that those of you who do operate in administering
these prog;ac;ns are to_be commended for the sacrifice that you are
making, because we know, and I'm sure that Mr. Hughes will
agree, that it's very difficult to negotiate contracts when employees
are 5o badly underpaid in these fields. :

I know for a fact that in my own area, there are many individ-
uals who are performing outstanding jobs in these programs but

wlio are among the lowest paid in our community. I certainly hope
that, as a result of these hearings; we will not only be able to pro-
tect the programs themselves but also to justify your dedication in
terms of the service that you render in this field. )
So, again, I wish to_ thank you. Mr. Owens, do you have some
comments at thistime? -~ . "
Mr. Owens. Yes, Mr. Chairman: I would like to tbank all of the

panelists for a very enlightening and inspired presentation; espe-

cially my—he’s_not my constituent, but there’s only one school
system in New- York, and there’s only one political system in New

ork. So we certainly work very closely together. -~ = =
_ Although Charlie Hughes is known as a person who is a states-

man and can whisper in the back rooms and talk persuasively at
the conference table when théﬁiléit,cj'@d is there and the issue is
important enough, he can. also be very inspiring. Deep down be-
neath, I think there’s a call to preach somewhere there. = =
__I would like to ask just one question for clarification, a fact that
I've been seeking. The number of caildren that dropped out of the

summer program—you mentioned that, and I missed it. How many
were there that dropped out of the summer program as a result of
organizations being disqualified?

Mr: CoonEy. 500,000.

Mr. OQwENs. About 500,0007 o S )
.. Mr. CooNEY. Yes. But you have to also bear in mind that, even at

its height, the program was not serving all the potentially eligible
children. Nine months of the year 11% low-income children get
either a free or reduced-price lunch; about 10 million free lunches
and about. 132 million reduced-price lunches. You only have now
less than 2 million of those very same children that get—they get a
lunch during 9 months of the - ear,- but not during the summer.

And USDA studies show that those kids rely anywhere from one-

third to one-half of their total daily nutrient intake—they get it
from lunch, and they're not getting it in the Summer Lunch Pro-
__This committee acted very courageously and restored eligibility

to private, nonprofit sponsors in the original H.R. 7; but in light of
what has happened in terms of budget considerations and so forth,
the bill was reduced to a $100 million bill, which I frankly thought
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was a very smart and useful thing to do. But one of the things that

was cut out was the eligibility for private, nonprofit sponsors.

- I also think there was some political reality associated with that
decision. It may not have been something we could have gotten

through the Senate Agriculture Committee, but until you have an
aspect of sponsorship for private nonprofits like community action

agencies. and churches and Boy Scouts, all of those heinous little
groups that, you know, got cut out, you're not going to have expan-
We've waited from 1981, and it's now 1986. Those kids have not

come back. The school systems and the cities and the camps have
not been able to accommodate, you know, programs $u many places
across the country. So until that is done; I don’t thinx you're going
to see justice for that particular program, which is, as you know—
it serves close to 200,000 kids in New York City, which is—Charlie;
I'm_not sure. It’s about 500,000 to 600,000 lunches served there. -

_Mr. HugHes. Mr, Owens, I'd like to just add that there are jobs
at stake here, and all of those who have talked about equality,
equal opportunity, must realize that vhe majority of the workers 1n
these programs are women. For those who have talked about the
welﬁi,re programs; this program provided meaningful jobs for our

If this program is cut; there will be thousands on the unemploy-
ment line. We’re concerned about that. We're concerned about con-
tracting our jobs to private sector dpe,ople. ‘We’ve had experience
with that in New York. When we did it, we found that that private
vendor was serving bologna that was green; and many of our kids
were at risk for botulism. I don’t think we need that.. .. .
- I think we need to have the program in an area that allows the
safeguarding of the health of our children. When this administra-
tion talks about its positive impact on unemplo‘zment throughout
this country, they ought to be very sensitive to what they are doing
to-the -mothers and the sisters of this country. And we ought to be
concerned that they want to pay theirway. - . . .
- So it’s just more than a nutritional loss. It’s a loss for the guy
who drives the truck. It's a loss to the person_they got to buy the
tires from. It's a loss to_the gasoline station. It’s a_loss to- the oil
company: It’s a loss to the warehousing operation throughout_this
%anf . So it isn’t just the little children. It’s everybody in this situa-
--Mr. OwENs. I think it's quite appropriate to note the fact that

there are jobs involved in this program and other benefits; just as
they are involved in the deferse programis; and the whole issue of

vested interest; the labeling of groups like yours as vested interest
groups is a sophisticated public relations trick that this administra-
tion has played. If we have to go along with it, let’s just say there
are good vested interests, and there are evil vested interests. And
those charts represent some evil vested interests over there; a 5-
percent increase in the defense budget, also a 5-percent increase in
the interest that Americans pay on the debt. Five percent. And
we're talking about 5 percent of a large amount of money. Five
percent increase in the interest we pay on the debt; as a result of
the policies of this administration, which reduced the taxes of cor-
porations and the wealthy while at the same time they were cut-
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ting, a8 you see, the programs that msatter most to the people in
thﬁ,@@tm,;, I ol . _
_ So.there are evil vested interests at work, and there’s something
bordering on a systematized national corruption in those charts, if
you lcok at what they really represent: A cutback in Social Securi-
ty and Medicare, a 3-percent cutback, while at the same time the
interest rate jumps forward 5 percent and the defense budget
jumps forward 5 percent. And there are jobs and profits very much
re}ﬁgd to the defense budget; and that's what keeps it going for-
W o _ L . .

_I think we have to address ourselves to the fact that there is a
phenomenon at work here.constantly seeking to brainwash the
American taxpayers into believing that the evils are on your side.
The evils are representer there in the purple for nondefense discre-
tionary expenses and in the entitlements, and that there’s some

77777 t national good realized automatically when you spend for de-
ense. - - :

There are very sophisticated think tanks and forums and groups
constantly at work to brainwash peo,}I)}e; and _they use pseudo facts
or distorted facts. My point is, and the question I'm about to con-
clude with is: Are you addressing yourself to this? It’s going to be a
lop‘g-term problem. . L . : o -
-_You have real facts, real truth,. and are you addressing yourself

to the problem of the best way to get this truth out, to keep send-
ing messages to the American taxpayer’s mind with that truth and
to make sure they understand what’s really going on? - :
-_For example, the relationship between the performance of young-
_sters in_school and the lunch program, is that story clearly being
told? When: children are fed and they don’t have to spend the day

hungry in school—have we gotten all of the facts that we could
marshaled in support of that argiiment, that it’s meetibg a basic

need which very much promotes educational performance of young-
gtérs,,in @h@l,?;,,; ) ;,,‘
Have we_gotten also figures to show and statistics to show? Are

we doing studies? Are we not doing them? Are we planning to do

studies to show the long-term correlation between youngsters who
are the beneficiaries of the free School Lunch Program—the School
Lunch Program, free or for a,ﬁartial payment, and the health of
those fybungsbers,m terms of the program that has been in exist-
ence for sometime now. What impact has it had in terms of the
overall health, the preventive care, the preventive impact that it
has on youngsters: which avoids pajw;i.ng more for health care later
on? And.ultimately, of course, these youngsters are going to
become older and éi!éi;tu,a,llg senior citizens. Will we be paying less
Medicare and less Medicaid?

These things are not esoteric. Th

ey are arguments that the other

side should be forced to deal with. They are offering as much evi-
dence as they can in support of their evil vested interests. I think

we have to become more sophisticated and do the same. )

__1-would certainly appreciate any kind of material that you have
prepared or are greparing to address these issues: It would be
useful for us. And, of course, I think you have the wherewithall
and the resources to get it out there and keep messaging the tax-
payer’s mind in the opposite direction so that they can understand
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what those charts mean and how we are being »-vindled into pour-
ing our money into the worst utilization of resources: .. o

Mr. CoonEY. We do have some background information which we
would be glad to share with the chairman and the minority on the
behavior relationship between; you know; food and activity. Merrill
S. Read has done a substantial body in background knowledge on
this. It’s quite short, and we would be glad to share, you know, that
kind . of information with _the committee; and they can.decide
ihét%éi' or not they would like to insert something like that in the
record. - . - - -- - - - - - FE
- _Gene-White -also has another aspect of this question that might
be useful to you as well. : o .
- Ms. WartE. I'd just like to comment on the domino effect of the

drop-out that we are antxclgatmg* Re what we are saying kere
is that in the National School Linch Program there would be a
total loss of support, cash; and commodities; for about 11 million
children today. Now that means 11 million meals. =~ .

Now; if 5 to 8 million of those children drop out; you know; we
see along with that dropout a major effect on jobs for ¥eo’";jple; -which

you_have already referenced; but it’s also going to affect industry;
éﬁ%ijj:[r@jéiit industry, facilities of all kinds. It's going to affect agri-
culture. - = . o =
_In looking at some of the schools that we believe are going to
close their programs—as you know, we're projecting several thou-
sand -schools will cloge——maniy of these schools are now feeding
senior citizens. So the _effect of the loss of a progran in a communi-
ty is really even broader based than the effect on the child and the
educational system, because the School Lunch Program; because of
its facilities and because of the expertise of the people who run it
is reaching out to meet many nutritional needs in the community.
- In fact, some of these very schools that we’'re concerned about
dropping are operating the Summer Food Service Program that
these gentlemen aijgtaﬁ; kingabout ‘Some of them are operating the
Child Care Food Program through contractural arrangements with
child care centers. - = _ - . S e
- So the domino effect of this is iremendotis. Again, in our judg-
ment, the administration has not looked at all on this impact issve.
I think it’s very significant and hastobe raised. -~ -
Mr. OweNs. Or they may have looked, and they just don’t carz.
--Mr. HugHES. Mr. Owens, you mentioned what have we been
doinﬁ from a public relations point of view. I sit here today and I
sat here year after year with iﬁj"ﬁbﬁlléggu"féérﬁjéﬁi the American

Federation—I mean, the American School Food Service Associa-
tion, as a_ tﬁﬁ@éé!@t@ti@jf,,thé American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Em(floyees;, with a coalition. - - . _
_Normally, you don’t find those two groups working together, but
we are working together. I sit here with C, Food Research and
Action Center and usually work with that kind cf group; but we all

are coalescing around the same issue. . . _ - - - - ___ __ - -
- So.that means that we all understand the need of the children:
So, therefore, we have joined hands. I think this has shown to the
public that unions, management, and other outside institutions can
work together in the betterment of a program. New York City and

District 20 have seen the emphasis on the paid and reduced price
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children: District 20, as you know, is a middle class district in
B@m%@- - - S -t - - Tl
We did a study paid for by Local 372 on the Breakfast Program
on thosge students who had breakfast and those students who did

not. We found something very interesting. For those students who
had breakfast, they were able to sit very still in the classroom and

ﬁ:asp, the lesson that was being taught. For those who did not
ave breakfast, was very hyperactive. =~ . . . ..
I use those two examples by coming to this final one: If anybody
.in this room who are accustomed to having a cup of coffee at 8:30
or 9 o’clock in the morning one day don’t have that cup of coffee
and see what Y@ﬁf,,@d?;@,,@u,&ﬁ;ﬁiiﬁiﬂ s true of us as fully
grown adults, can you imagine what it means to a child who does
not -have a hot meal D%Ei‘@!fgi‘ nutrition meal in a given day?
_- Many times these children—these meals are the only meals that
thﬁyéf’e‘? in a given day. The Senior Citizen Program was men-
%@Qn . I think that’s another form of reaching out building coali-
__I'm very proud to be part of this magnificent institution called
the American School Food Service Association. I think they have
some magnificent leaders. I think they’ve done a wonderful job;
and I think they are going to make the difference in terms of this

program. = o B S

Mr. OwWEns. Thank you. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HAWEKINS. Somebody, some place, must be falling
down, because what you say to us certainly makes sense; but those
of us who support those views are the ones who: catch hell. Those
who vote the other way are somehow protected. Where are the par-
ents in these schools that are closing up or closing down some of

these programs? We don’t seem to hear from them.

~ I don’t know that you're not doing your job. Some of us some

El&ce must not be doing the job, because the only thing that we
1ear about is what programs and how much programs should be

cut, not whether or not they should, but how much are we going to
cut these programs in order to reach the target of $144 billion by

the end of this year: That’s what we are hearing now.
_ So I think it would -be -a mistake to conclude that; because we
make sense and because we feel that we are right; that somehow
this is going to prevail throughout thig body. I think you use a
phrase, Mr. Hughes; you’ve got to circle the wagon: I don’t know
what you mean by that, but it seeins like somebody is not circling
the wagon in this process, and that we allow the enemies. of the
programs to somehow be eulogized in the conference committee on
H.R.- T -while we are desperately seeking to eget the votes. o
-1 know certain members who have turned their proxy.over to the
vice chairman of the committee who comes in and says I don't care
what you say, I've got the proxies, and that's it. And he has the
proxies, - - - [ S s B S
- Now some of those individuals who turn their proxies over to the
vice chairman of the committee certainly, in a way, feel a sense of

gzoteétion; that they are not being disclosed—their position is not
eing disclosed, and they will go back home and probably have

much easier campaigns, to get reelected than Major Owens who
votes right. Just to use him as an example.
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- I don’t know what it is. I don’t know how it is that two views.can
be as different as expressed here today. Then Mr. Bode represent-
ing the Department of Agriculture says that no serious conse-
quences are going to occur, aud that is the message that’s going to

be spread by television. There will be a lot of people whc will say,

sage that’s going to go out tomorrow, if there’s any publicity of this
meeting; and I doubt if this hearing will invoke any publicity what-
soever. It's going to be one sided; and so nobody is going to read

about what you've told us today. e
- So-it seems to me getting the message across is a_problem that
we have with us. I think we’d better begin seriously thinking about
it before we get into more serious trouble because at the end of the
year, the Chair of this committee will be under the obligation to
try to reduce programs by 25 or 30 percent. = - .

— Now you may ask how are we going to do it in good conscience.
‘But that’s what is going to be done. We will be under legal man-
date to do it, unless we can reverse this process and do something
about it, I'm not despairing; and P'm not pessimistic. Hearings like
this, I think, encourage us a lot more than anything else; but let’s
leave here today with a determination that we have got to do some-
thing, and not just assume that individuals who pay lip service to

these programs are going to be excused because they’ll tell you, the
devil made me do it. It's because of Gramm-Rudman that T've got
to do it: That isn’t true; and I don’t think we should take that
excuse with individuals—— o
. Mr. CooNEY. Mr: Chairman, there are people here today that will
be—you know, are from Mississippi and Indiana, and will be seeing
various Senators from those States, not mentioning any names spe-
cifically. They will be talking to them about H.R: 7. o

__We also have enlisted the support of a new group called the Ad-
vocacy Institute which Michael Perchek; the former Chairman of
the Federal Trade Commission, and David Coben from Common

Cause now head. They have agreed to write a letter, and a letter
has been written to 220 private attorneys who-are lobbyists, who

are donating their time to work on issues of social merit. - p—
_They have agreed to endorse our fight on H.R. 7. This is a little

%ns%nsitive; but they did send people to Mississippi to Senator East-

and’s——— - - o

Chairman Hawkins. They better send them into Florida also. =

- -Mr. Cooney. Well, I hope that they cover all of the bases. But
these are pecple who are—220 private attorneys that have ageeed
to work with us on this. Also Mr. Matz and I work on the steering
committee of a group called the Child Nutrition Forum which does
send out literature to organizations which do represent more than

15 million people. We will be getting out this message and have
gotten out this message. -

- I share your concern about proxies and who is voting and who's
going to sign what and when, but the people in this room are going
to be on that Hill today doing precisely that.

Chairman HAWKINs. Well, I certainly want to thank géﬁ ag:;ﬁ
¢ it’s been

and commend the witnesses for their participation. I thin
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a good hearmg, and we. certamly are very pleased to have cooperat-
ed with you in making the hearing available.
Thank you very much. That concludes the hearing.
[Whereupon; at 12 noon, the subcominittee was adjourned.]

o [Ac}dltlonal material submitted for inclusion in the record fol-
ows:

mw
w‘
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Bill Honfg

CUDariAl

: 2 ! c 7”‘7 w Y ]a i" - .

Sacramento, CA 98814-4785

of public Instruction

March §, 1986

The Honorable Augustus Hawkins
Member, U.S. House of
._Repressntatives ._. . ..
Rayburn 8uilding; Ro. : 1371
Washington, D.C. 205:5

Dear Gus:

Iwas pleased to 1sarn of_the  Subconmittss on Elamentary, Secondary and. .
Vocational -Education's gygr;1$h; hg|r1n$”gn”;hg,jmpact of the President's

FY 1987 Budget request for child nutrit

on programs.

Enclosed for-submission into the hcaring record is a detailed analysis of
the impact of the President's _buuyet request on child nutrition programs

in California both in terms of funding levels and program.

Compared_to_the EiﬂiSBZ,liVilifﬁrﬁiiéfiafﬁndbr,Eﬁikéﬁffiii;riﬁi President's.

Budget proposal would result in_a_

47.6 mi111on raduction; or_a 9.5% loss of

funds for California. Approximately 914,810-children would be-eliminated-from
:he"folluwin?afjvé,pragtiﬁij;,uitiahil,SEhaal”[Gﬁéhfptogtum.7Schoolwazeakfnst

Program, Chi

Care Food Program; Special Miik Program, and the Nutrition __

Education and Training Frogram, - In addition, 1,176,029 children-in the free

and reduced price category would hava their_cash. assistance_eliminated under
the National School Lunch Program and the Child Care Food Program, The
increase_of_commodities propesed under the President’s Budget would not- -
compensate_a_schoo) _district's loss of cash_flow. _1n_addition, many school
districts are 1imited in their storage space and would be unable to benefit

By §H§ pirse0acd commodity increase.

As_you kner, -ai1d nutrition programs experienced a severe budget c

1981, twelic_times-greater-than ts—grogortibnatc share of the Federal budget.
&

california sti11] has not_recovered. t
programs that 1t had prior -to-the 1981 budget cuts.

ation_has_decreased 11,35 in the National School Liunch Pro

Dlrtiéig
4% in the School Breakfast Program. '

&v2] of participation_in natrition
Since 1981, total

gram and

g
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The Honorable Augustus Hawkins
March 5, 1986
page 2

ciate your_consistent support for_ths_child_nutrition_programs, -

tly expressed through your dedication to the passage of H.R. 7. .
tact Ms. Mir{am Kazanjian, Fedaral Liaison Officer-in-our -
Washington, D.C, office; at §38-0200, if we cin provide any further assistance
to you on H.R. 7 or the budget.

Best regards,
Bi11 Hoiifg

Enclosure
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTHENT OF EOUCATION FEBRUARY 19; 1986

CHILD NUTRITION AND FDOD DISTRIBUTION OIVISION _ CORRECTED ON 2/26/86

PROPOSED 1987 PROGRAM LEVEL

Current _Proposed.
Program Law Legislation
Chila Nutrition Programs:
Cash Grants to California:
School Lunch Program: o
Séction 4- $-59,351 771 $ 5,046,285
) Section 11 Z7?;§?5;959 272, 875 869
Sehoo) Breakfast. - 59,833,033 59,087,040
State Adninistrative Exparise -4,900,302. ... Unable to measura
Summer Food : California does not administer fhis rogram
Ch11d Care Food 53,017,854 g
Total Cash_GrantstoCalifornta  $449,978,829 §3é5;43a;szg
NETP $ . 421;942 oDe
Commodities L 46,399, 334 59,902,374
Totel Chi1d Nutrition Programs  $496;800;105 $445,381,002
special Mitk Program $ 1,700,000 $ 32§.i§§

Titat Food & Nutrition Services $498;500,;105* $445,970,457

“Total $498,500,105 should exclude 54 900 302 SAE projected under current law:

The loss to california 1s 347,629, 346.
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The Honorable-Augustus Hawkins, Chairmen
Com) ttee_on_Education_ and - Labor

U. S, House of Representatives
8-346C Rayburn House 0fFice 8Bullding
Washington, D. C. 20515

Oear Representative Hawkins:

proposed cuts in_the 1987 child Nutrition Budget. Your committee's support
and_leadership For good nutrition For all children 3s Farsighted and
conmendable.

Thé Fo11owing statement reflects the impact in Georgia of proposed budget cuts.

It was_a pleasure to attend the conmittee’s hearing_on the adainistration’s

NATIONAL- SCHOOL LUWCH-PROGRAW - -
School _lunch_in.Georg¥a_1s-an integral-component-of a guality basic
education. A nutritious meal at schoo) contribates_£o_the_overall.. . -
effectiveness of -the day's learning activities. The patioral School Lunch
Program 13 the_closest thing this country has to a-national nutrition policy
and s, ¥n_such a_small world today, at Jeast a national_ §ssue IF not global.
At-a-time when-developing countries and Foreign allles are studying to
toitiate nutrition programs for their children at school, America considers

cancelling their 40-year ol1d program.

udgef_would.eliminate cash and-commodities
F_the Gover ty 1ine.

ﬁie gdﬁn]rg]st[g 3
to_support 1

Dyscusston: . .. . [
This income levs1 ys represented by children From Families of four_with. total
household. income in excess of $19,703. Sthool children in this category
recelved 56X o: ' school lanches Served n Georgda's schools in School

Year 84-85. .

Sale prices to Georgla's_students_are_amorig_the lowest in the natdon.. This s
due to high labor productivity, on-site Food preparation, and_professional _
supervision. The 1983 National Evaluation of the School Lunch Program cited
sale pricz as the Drimary factor_nfluencing whether chiidren buy a lunch at
school. IF proposed cuts were implemented, sale prices woild Increase without
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The Honorable Augustus Hawkins
Page- Two -
March 7, 1988

regard to any jincrease_in_food or_labor_costs, a minVmum of 25¢- to 30¢. in
School Year 81-82, sale prices increased by 15¢ due to federa) budget cuts.oi
approxinzfely 12¢ per-meal effecting paying students. Some 23,590 (5.5%) of
the 418,000 paying_studsrts dropped out_of the National School Lunch Program.
Ne_significant sale price increases have been experienced_in_Georgla schools
since this time. The average sale price in School Year 85-86 1s 60¢.

Impact: - - D
Schools_in_districts serving less -than 25X -of their lunches to free/reduced
students would be faced with_deciding between_continulng.to participate in the
National-School Lunch-Program with its heavy administrative/regulatory. _____

- requirements or Withdrawing from the Federa)-program, -thus substituting other

standards, which may not_incilude the praovisien of Free/reduced-price meals For
the minority-of 1ts students and-which may vary significantly from standards
in_other states. _Many of these-school-districts are Jarge in-total number of
children served meals and even the small percentage of_Frée/reduced-price
recipients represents a_large number (30,000 or 11 percent) of- - -
free/reduced-price recipients in_the state.  The total pumber of schools n
Georgla which Fall into this category 4s 402 of 1800.  Ihese_402 schools.serve
190,215-lunches daily. - In addition to paying studr *s no longer having access
to the Matlonal_Schiool Lufich Program_)n_these scho. 1., some-30,000-or 11% of
students currently receiving Free/reduced meals 1n_Géorgla would_alsa. iio .
longer -have_access to-nutritious lunches free or at a reduced cost should
these schools drop out of the program. (See attached.)

Fifty-six_percent of the 833,333 students who will eat lunches datly in_
Georgla_this year, or 467,000 paying students, will pay a minimum of 25¢ to
30¢ -more For lunches 1n_1986-87 or wil) drop From the program, elther not
eating or eating less-nutritious Foods: B )

Current Nusber  Percentage Zstimated to Drop Numbér Students Estimated
Paid Students From Pald tunch Program to Brop from Proaram

467,000 12: (based on 5.5% 56,040
documented drop with
a_15¢_sale_price ...
increase in 1981-82

d -
Remaining_1n

paid_Lunch Nuber Linches Additional cost to
Program Anpually Students/Families
410,960 73;972;800 $18,493,200 to $22,191,840

(net impact of a tax increase)

* Contingent upon all schools opting to mavitati participation fi the atiorai
School Lunch Program.

e,
(e
N



Tng,uonorabie Augustus Hawkins

Page- Three——-
March 7, 1986

Funds_paid_to.schools o bebalf of children above 185X of poverty help with
the overhead cost of maintainirg a program for all students. Pald students do

pay -the cost (Food and labor) of the meals they eat minus any local and state
funding.

Impact: - IR
Federal de'l'lars paid to Georg'la schools on behalf of lunches served to pay'lnq

students equal:
84.000 1unches x (12 5¢ g; 14.5¢ cash) - lpproxinte]y 8]1 135 000.

impact:. - - B
A_reduction in_ the nuubor of Eajd lu:hei served and A ;hlft frm pUr;hased
Foods to donated Foods in Free/reduced lunches (due to additional proposed

cut) will impact upon the business econouy in Georgla.

An-increase in donated Foods-For Free/reduced lunches will be ofFfset by a -
decrease. n fthe purchase_of _Foods._ _Schools_serving free/reduceéd. Junches will
buy $7,920,000 less Foods From Georgla vendors in order to use extra donated
Foods recetived For Free/reducec lunches.

i&&iﬁa;ﬁﬁ;l IF a Mn'l-ug oF 12% oF pay'lng students do not eat 1unch at
school, purchased-foods amounting-to 55¢ per paid Tunch, or 35,547,960, wiil
not bé purchased From Georgla vendors.

TOTAL LOSS TO GEORGIA ECONONY IN FOODS PURCHASED: $13,467,960

-reduction 1n the number- of paid lunches-served will result in the-need to
decrease the nombeér oF labor hodrs currently used to producée meals in the
state.

10.081 200 pa'ld 'lunches . llJunches)libor hoars (state recomnded n'ln'lm) »

TOTAL_LOSS OF ENPCOYEE Posmmis IN SCHDOL LUNCH: 615 (6% of current
uorkforce)

Eree/reduced lunches by 12+ cents and increases the commodity rate to 24+
cents For these meals, (See comments above regarding purchased Foods, also.)
Dlscusslon 777777777777777

the effects For Georu'la are as Fo'l'luus

ERIC
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Page Four
March 7, 1986

66,000,000 Yz $ 7,920,000
Anpual o
Lun Change 3In Commodity Rate Gain/Loss
84,000,000 2 $10.080; 000
WET DONATED FOOD LDSS: § 2,150,000

The increased allocation of donsied foods will not compensate for the
reduction 1n cash_for free/reduced_meals.__Donated Foods-cannot_be-used to pay
the electric bills or to buy needed replacement equipment for kitchens as cash
1s used-now. -This provision-will-create a grave jpbalance between foods
available statewlde to 3cho0ls - leaving some_fo_a_Few cans of-beans to.serve
only to a few free/reduccd students and leaving others with perhaps more foods

than they can effectively use and store.

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Ympack: ..
The administration’s *87 budget proposal-eliminates the Nutrition Education
and Training-Program. Georgia recelves-approximately- $35,000- annually to o
promote nutrition education_through #xisting curricdlum._ _Over the_ past_years
these funds have provisied effective summer training to teams of teachers,
administrators, and sciool lunch mapagars-and supervisors-in 7-10- school
disiricts. annually. Fonds 8130 _support_the cost of three_wellness seminars
annually, emphasizing the relationship: between school lunch, nutrition, and
wellness. -Parent groups have aiso-received mini-grants-to assist thea in-
promoting nutrition education through their school's Matlohal School Lunch
Program. This 15-a small but extremely effective program and bears a most
significant_relatlonship to_the_overall effe:tiveness of tke school lunch -
program. At a time when ? of the 10 chronic diseases suffered by Americans
sre-diet-related, this program 1s-critical to the successful Jjet-education of
Americans and_incredsed Funding to_the original Jevel of S0¢ -per child-is- -
warranted. The health of Americans 1s an Jssue of pational dafense. Allied
health groups such as the American Heart Association and Aezrican Cancer
Socyety_have_recognized the education process as the only "nreventive® vehicile
to avoid chronic disease.
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SC“UO[ BREIKFIST PROGRIH

neals are serygg free _of. redgg;g price t,,s;udents This program; - although
optional, 1s avallable 1n-one-half of the-schools in Georgia.- There-is an
exhibited need, however, for_aufritious, low-cost breakFasts_for_students who
for_various reasons might find 1t beneficial to have breakfast at school.
Students-who pay for school breakfast -may well be-from the typical Family
where_both parents work and the traditional "morning meal® 1s noft readily
available. . o o . . N
Breakfast makes_a significant contributiod_to_eFfectyve education_ta_that
students who consume a nutritious breakFast are more attentive and less
disruptive 1n class.

Breakfast in Gev:gla schools consists of the minimum Federal meal pattern plus
three one-ounce servings of meat/meat alternate per week.

iiéibi'

334(50 000_for breakfasts at school or ynung students m!ght go without the
important meal.

STATE Adniitsranrtv: EXPENSE

The_ adninls#—aflnn's proposed ‘817 budgnf'uould questionably Eypass -
authorizing legislation_and would not _allow states with carrYover funds access
to these Funds as authorized. Additionally, states would through proposed
regulations be restricted. from accessing their year's base authorization as
described 1n the Ch11d Nutrition Act.

Uiscusslna. [
Numerous states. lncludjng Georgla_and three others in the snuthgast. ujl]
despite-high- levels- of -state -maintenance of effort, face large adn1nistrat1ve

fund_deficits_because_of large.and.increasing tegulafn:y requirements_and the
decline or stabilization of grant funds upon which Formulas are applied.
There 15 11ttle room For outreach in the National School Lunch Program in the
southeast due to hlgh student paifi:ipafinﬁ.

Administration-of the school lunch and-breakfast program. chiid care Food _

of the grant Funds and foods admlnistered by the state. - Few other Federal or

state programs can boast of Such a small administrative budget.
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1.am confident that Congress wil1 make farsighted-decisions regarding the

health and security of this nation, and w11l act fairly i addressing the

budget deficit.

Thank you.

Atk
cc: Mr. H. F. Johnson
MIss Josephine Martin

Sincerely,

Annette Bomar, Administrator

School and Community Nutrition Services

69
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Mr. Chatrman; wheii ENe Schosl Lunch progras was created in 1946, 1t was s
responae to the fact that large numbers of World War II recruits (undergoing
physical exsas) were found to be malnuourished, and Ehé program was thus
intended "as a measure of national security” to improve the nutritional status
of AIL ehildren, not just those Erom scomomically dinsdvantaged families.
nuer{tionally-balanced mesl served to a child, regardless of the child's family
income. Twenty yeara later (in 1966) Congress observed that; alesugh +ii
;l;;:l;;ﬂa{:|lﬂd aui:siciy alloved aci\ébii to lower "he pricea of meals to some
Thus, Congress approved a need-based subsidy (Section 11 cash) 2. 8cH06L5 E6
supplement th: non-need-based uui:liti}'; #6 that Iow-income childretv could obtain
lunches at a iééuﬁé price or free, Children from fanilies with facuscs under
130X of poverty {uow $13,845 for a family of f;u;) tiuai:‘.j'y #or free iur.:héi;
while those from families with incomes between I30% and '45% of j« rebiy (i
$19.703 for a ganiiy 6i léii‘i qualify for reduced-price lviaches. -t

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM-JULY I; 1985 E5 Juse 30, i%86 (in fioi.ars)

Sec. & Cash JSec. 11 Cash Total Cash  Se: & Coms. Torel
patd BED 0 13 1z s
reduced-price NEN i78a% 90 2 1.02
free RED 1oignnn 1.30 a2 1.42

*If more than 60Z of lunches were served at free or reduced price; Ehéd 315,

**Reduced-price subaidy must be .40 less than Fros rate paymedt, and sehools

may charge reduced-price students up Lo .40 rer

*#*No chsrge to students ia permitted $u the “free meal” category.
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Other child aatrition programs have been enacted as well, fncluding: the School
Breakfast program, which (1tke the lunch program) provides low~eost or free
achools, local governments, and summer camps in providing free meals to children

fn high-need areas during the sumser months; the Child Care Pood progcam, which

aaatats child care centera and family day care homés ia providing low-cost or
free neuis to chiiéiéﬁ year-round; a comodity distribution program, ;ﬂi;ﬁ
provides the commodities for the food programa; the Nurition Education ihé
Trainirg program, which E;;i;i pe;uonnei ard educates Eﬁilaiiﬁ regarding

nutritlon; and the ;:ute Iédlhliiiiiiﬁi Expenses program, which assists states
€ meeting the costs of administering the child nutrition programs. Two relatéd
Programs to feed children sre: the Special Milk program, which asaiats schosis
not ;;;Ei;i;é;iﬁi in other nu:riiiéﬁ programs in providing low-coat or free
hui;-binti éé iIiE to children; and the Supplemental Food for é&;;n; infunft;
and Children prograu {commonly referred to as WIC);, which ssatsts commanlty
agencies in providing food to low-incomé wondi who aie pregnant, infants, and
children.

Child Nutrition programs were cut by about 173 in 1981: Though these prograns
constituted only 0.4% of e Federal budget, they austained 4.0% of the 1981
£deEal Gadget Guis -- Een bika thelr share. As a result of the
11-cent-per-meal reduction in the school lunch reiniuriédéhi rate, two thousand
schools aerving nearly three millfsi ehildren (idciuding one millier 1ou-insome

children) were forced to drop out of the Lunch program. The recent student

participation history of the Lunch program is as follows:
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Schoul Lunch Partfcipation (in sillena)

Y 1979 - 27.0 Y 1983 - 23.i -
FY 1980 - 26.6 FY 1984 - 23.3
FY 1981 - 25.8 FY 1985 - 24.0
FY 1982 - 22.9 ¥ 1986 - 236

The President's FY 1987 Budget submitted to Congress Februsry 5 slashes child

nutrition programs by over $775 million from the 1987 carcent ssivices level of

$4.6 billion:

The QQjEE ;;;;;;;i; in the i&éinisirniion'a budget for child nutrition

tproviaing ;iii 2411453 - budget “savings") are:

o EMuln: 10 ¢ .he entire i;-;é;; ﬁon-neeé-ﬁaaed -uﬁsiéy In the School
Luncu ; .St ot meals served o stadeiits from families with inconcs at
1852 of the poveriy level or over, and elimination of the comparable
non-need-based subsidy in the School Breakfast and Child Care Food

progrsms.

o An incresse in the commodity subi'~ ..x th+ _.+d-based meals (free snd

E;&EEE&ZBEiééj to ééqpenuata for cbe conmodi*? (oc. Fiom the

non-need-based subsldy elimination, dnd an . i lent daccease i, the cash

Gubsidy. (This maintains current U.S5. commodity purchase levels.)

© Implemertation of a mcriis test In thn family day care homes part of the

Child Carc Fied program.

73
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o Termination of USDA adminlatratisi of the Sumser Food and GRild Care
Pood programs in statea which do not currently sdminister these programs,
tut are not prohibited by state law from doing so. (If a state does not
have such a prohibition; USDA would "EonEEaSE 63" Ehe admIRISEraiion of

these programs to the private sector.)
The i;{:;;; of these ;ajor p;opoaais would be devastating, because:

o The 25-cent non-need-based subsidy of the School Lunch program is not a
g;;;IE E; ;1;];]1;- ;; u;);.';i;lcome fmiiies; i: ia a per-neai grant to
achools to suppoft €hé baslé Infrastruckice of the progtam (eqiipuent,
salaries, etc.). 1If this assistance were eliminated, as the Preaident has
propos=d, schools (which are prohibited by law from providing meals of
lower nutritional quality) woald have €6 ralse meal prices for paid™
increase in per-meal costa. This would foree schools to drop out of the
i.um;h program.

In over 25,000 schools (nearly one-third of those participating inm the
Lunch program) which together serve over 172 of thé 23:6 aillis studants
acivéd; mote Ehan 60X of the lunches served aré "paid” lunches. Thass
schiool= would be roet at risk of being forced to drop out of the lunch
,;;:;:,;.u ‘;n!.c;n vould ciininuia iuncines go: Q aad iéiexi at those schools,
tneaivg W2y eh1ldren (up Eo 40% of those previuusly participating at

those 5-16213), who can not otherwise afford amy lunch.

-
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program and less than 2% of tae f&dsral cash subaidy ot the Sehicei

Breakfast program Is non-need-based, a non-need-based subsidy is a

rolatively amall price for keeping the school meal programs operational.

o The increase in the remaining commodity subsidies and decrease in the

Teasining cash subaidies would put still more financial preasure on

;ii;iaiiaéﬁiéiié school ;;Eféf: tcuuslng more schoola to drop out of the
program); since commoditiea Gaii not be used to pay salsriea, buy

equipment, or meet any other overhead costs of operating the programs.

Further, cash currently provides additional flexibility in waiia plannfiigs

o IBplenciting a means test in the family day care homes part of the Child

Care Food program would place unnecessary and exceasive adminiatrative

burdens o; Eﬁ;;é éﬁiid care providers. Furth

1f su

ensures thst child care p;ogrums weet certain quality atandards).

o Curreitly, nine states do not administer the Sums~r Food program (but
sre not prohibited by state law from doing so): Alasks, calitornis,

Kensss; Michigan; Minnesora, New Yoik; Noith Dakota, Oregon, and Wyoming.
Two states do ot adminiater the Chiid Care Food program (New York and
Oregon), but sre not prohibited by stsce law from doing so. “ConEcscElig

out” the sdministration of these progtsms £6 Privaté sector enterpriaes,

whose walii oncern Ia the profit margin of *he compsny rather than the

nutritional health of the children, would undoubtedly be d _rimental to
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The other chila nutrition budget proposala would:

;rogrn;,

° éui é; millien Sy eiiminntinx Eﬂe ﬁﬁiiition Eéucution aé ;rnining
program.

o Cut $19.6 million by offsetting the FY 1987 funds for the State
AAminiatrntion Expenues program Sy the nmouni of unsPen; éunde carrieé
over from the prior year.

6 Cut §7.5 million through a change in the Child Care Food program audit
_systenm. o

In related teeding pto) rams for childfen: the Presldent's budget severely
reduces funding for the Special Milk program from $16.3 million to $1.4 million,

over 1302 of the poverty le-el] ar. the proposed budget also cuts WIC funding by
§15 million, thus reducing .- ceseload by 27,000 (though the program currently
serves less than half of thuse eligible to participate).

the child nutrition

111-conceived in light of the following:
° Any potentini econonies isnvxnx éoiiars without cu;;ing services) were
accomplished as a result of the [9BI cuts (E;E; creating the “offer versus
serve” option for schools).
o Nver 22% of U.S. children now live in poverty.

o Well-educated ~Hlldren ace the bast Investment in the fotuié of out
nation, but studies have found that hungry children do not learn very
well,

Therefore, the 5.6 million-member National PTZ urges you to oppose theseé cuts.
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The American Diefetic Association

Office-of Government Affairs

Washingion, DC 20006

@02)29¢-3956

The Honorable Gus_Hawkins .
Chairman, Education and Labor
_Commiffea._ - -
U.S. House of Representatives
Washingotn, D.C. 20515

RE: SEHool Nutrition Programs

Dear Mr. Chairman: B

--- I am writing on behslf 6f_tks 50,000-members of the Americar
bDiefetic Association to express our opposifion to the Adminis-
tration’s proposed cuts in the child nutrition programs .
agmi DS the testimony before your Commitfes Indicated, if tha
Administration’'s_proposals are enacted some 10,000-15,000 schoois

and—S—to—6—millignﬁghild;gn"néﬁIa,Eéfdrbppeé from the National
School Lunch Program. The American Dietetic Association. is
deeply concr :ned abaut. the nutritional consequences of fhia
dramatic -'.ange in policy.
__The National EvAluation of School Nutrition Programs, Fé&-
leased by the Department of Agriculture n-April, 1983, found _
the "Studenits participating in school lunch have higher intakes
of energy and most nutrients than students who do not participate
in any of the school nutrition programs.” The report went on
to say:

It is Wworth noting that of fhe many nutrients
for_which.Lunch Program participants_show_superio:
intakes; four (vifamins.A. and B-6, calcium ang
magnesium) -are ones_that typically. are deficient

in_the dist of the school age population. _The_
gugg;io;i;yﬂofﬁ;hé,SEﬁéairLunchris—reflecggg”ig,

higher daily intake of nutrients for. the general

school Age_population and forall the opulafion .
subgroups that were éxamined.” (Emphasis added, )

;.. ...In short, Mr. Chairman, the National School Lunch_prograii

is mueh more than an income security pProgram.- It is vital to
thé_health and well being of the nation's_ childran -=--regardless
of their family irééme... Let us not forget that the Schonl Lanch
Program was enacted in 1946_after_discovering that many_young
men_who_failed their physicals during the Second Worid wWar suffered
from nutrition deficiencies. o

. ...__The National School Lun;hrnggggm,,gnd”spééifléiiii the
wrant-in-aid to local schools_provided th ugh Section 4, was

not the—eutgrowtbﬁo:,g,c;ea;,ﬁpciefy program, .but--rather the
resulf of_specific medical findings. These fifdings_have now -
been reaffirmed by the USDA. National Evaluation of School Nutrition
Programs. We therefore urge the Comiittee and the Congross

to reject the proposed child nutrition budget cuts,

;- .We would appreciate your making this I&ffer & part of the
hearing record for February 27.
Sincerely;

Anita-Owen

President, - American
Dietetic Associafion



